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LONDON, AUGUST 22, 1868. 
a 

THE LEGISLATION of the year, asrepresented by the Par- 
liamentary Elections Act, which is the apotheosis of the 
old, much-debated Bribery Bill, has already borne fruit 
in the appointment of three new judges. The Solicitor- 
General, Sir W. B. Brett, becomes the new Justice of the 
Common Pleas, Mr. Cleasby, Q.C., is the new Baron of 
the Exchequer, and Serjeant Hayes becomes a Justice of 
the Queen’s Bench; the two first-named gentlemen being 
taken from the Northern and the last from the Midland 
Cireuit. The appointment of the Solicitor-General 
of course, surprises no one, and though Sir W. Brett’s 
promotions appears to have been made rather as 
the reward of political constancy than from other 
considerations, there is reason to anticipate that 
he will prove a sufficiently good judge. Mr. Cleasby’s 
name is not very widely known beyond his own 
cirouit, but we think that the profession have no reason 
to be dissatisfied with his appointment. As to 
Serjeant Hayes, the universal sentiment of the 
profession is pleasure at his promotion, and indeed, 
both the public and the profession may: well rejoice 
to see Serjeant Hayes upon the Bench. In his person 
the Court of Queen’s Bench will be supplemented with a 
very sound lawyer, and, in particular, with one whose 
laborious and accurate knowledge of the law as it existed 
before the abolition of many of its old barbarities, will 
enable him to pronounce very sound interpretations as 
to the effect of ameliorating sections and clauses. Asa 
humorist, Serjeant Hayes is not perhaps much known 
beyond the limits of his own profession, but many 
will remember the true humour with which, in some of 
his writings, he satirized legal abuses, most, if not all, of 
which have now passed away. 

The three extra judges are now appointed, and it 
remains for the Courts, before the first day of Michael- 
mas Term, to furm their rota for the trial of election 
petitions, It is, of course, impossible to say what judges 
will thus be told off for this duty; it seems probable, 
however, that, following the principle on which the 
Norfolk Circuit is annually chosen by the senior judges, 
this extra piece of work may be left to the juniors—i. ¢., 
the new-comers. As to the vacancy in the office of 
Solicitor-General, it seems probable that the Government 
will defer filling it up until after the vacation. 














In THE LorDs JusTIcEs’ Court, from the commence- 
ment of Michaelmas Term, 1867, down to the close of 
the sittings which have just terminated, there have been 
decided 40 appeal motions from the Master of the Rolls, 
in 12 of which the appeal was either wholly or in part 
successful, and in the remaining 28 the appeal was dis- 
missed. Also from the same judge 3 appeal petitions 
were heard, of which 2 were successful and one failed. 
One appeal from Vice-Chancellor Kindersley was dis- 
missed, From Vice-Chancellor Stuart 26 appeals were 
successful and 38 were dismissed. From the same judge 
14 appeal motions were allowed and 17 refused, and 2 
appeal petitions succeeded and 2 failed. From Vice- 
Chancellor Word 1 appeal was dismissed, 2 appeal motions 





; succeeded and 4 failed, From Vice-Chancellor Malins 5 


appeals were allowed and 7 dismissed,13 appeal mo- 
tions were successful and 8 failed, and 1 appeal petition 
was dismissed. From Vice-Chancellor Giffard 5 appeal 
motions were dismissed. From the Lancaster Chancery 
Court 1 appeal was successful and 1 unsuccessful. Out 
of 58 bankruptcy appeals 24 succeeded and 26 failed, and 
3 were remitted to the Commissioners. Thisis exclusive 
of appeals decided by the Lord Chancellor, either alone, 
or sitting with the Lords Justice or either of them, or 
by either Lord Justice sitting alone in the Lord Chan- 


} cellor’s Court. 





By THE REPRESENTATION of the People Act, 1867, 
five pounds annual value was substituted for ten pounds 
in the various cases in which a county vote was pre- 
viously acquired by a qualification of that value, viz., in 
the case of copyholders, tenants for life, and lessees of 
sixty-years terms. The design probably was in each 
case simply to reduce the figure, leaving the franchises 
in other respects the same as before. As regards the 
termors for sixty-years, however, there is some doubt 
whether the franchise has not been altered in another 
respect, viz., by admitting to the franchise those whose 
term is created by way of underlease. 

The 5th section of the Act of 1867 omits the proviso con- 
tained in the 20th section of the Act of 1832, providing 
that no underlessee, or assignee of an underlease, shall 
have a vote in respect of such term, unless he be in actual 
occupation. In this state of things, it becomes doubtful 
whether the proviso is incorporated by the general pro- 
vision contained in the 56th and 59th sections of the Act 
of 1867. Mr, Wilkinson in the notes to his edition of 
the Act seems to think this is so, while Mr. Wolferstan, 
the editor of Rogers on Elections, appears from his note 
at page 5 of his recent edition to be of the contrary 
opinion. The point must be admitted to be very doubt- 
ful ; on the whole, however, we think the proviso is not 
incorporated. The scope of the 56th section is, as we 
remarked a short time ago, rather to save qualifications 
than disqualifications, and we think it cannot be so con- 
strued as to import into the 5th section of the Acta 
restriction upon the franchise thereby conferred. Then 
as to the 59th section, that only enacts that the Acts are 
to be read as one, and further, that in one particular 
place (not the one in question) the words, “as afore- 
said,” in the former Act, shall apply to the provisions of 
the new Act. In order to incorporate the proviso in 
question some similar words would have been required, 
for the proviso only relates to votes in respect of any 
such term of sixty years, or twenty years “as afore- 
said ’—that is to say, terms of the value of ten pounds 
and fifty pounds respectively. The proviso could not, 
therefore, simply by reading the two Acts as one Act, 
apply to a term of the valueof five pounds only, created by 
underlease ; and, therefore, judging only from the 
language used, we are driven to the conclusion that it 
was intended to do away with the proviso. Asa fact, 
we have little doubt that the draftsman who drew the 
Act of 1867, thought that the proviso was inoperative, 
and, therefore, omitted it, and that its omission 
passed unnoticed by all persons practically acquainted 
with the subject. On first reading the section 
(2 Will. 4, c. 45, s. 20) any one who knows that an in- 
strument purporting to be an underlease, but which 
passes the whole term possessed by the original leasee, 
is held to be in law an assignment, and not an under- 
lease, might very well think that the proviso must be 
inoperative, because he would see that an underlesseo 
could never be entitled to the whole unexpired residue 
of the original term. The fact is, however, that the 
proviso applies, and thongh not expressly worded for the 
purpose, was probably intended to apply, only to cases 
of terms of sixty or twenty years respectively, carved 
out of other longer terms. It will be seen however from 
this, that even if there is a possibility, there Pr: not mach 
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probability of the omission of the proviso having any 
extensive practical effect. The editor of Rogers on Elec- 
tions, in the note to which we have already referred, 
suggests that an opportunity is created for the wholesale 
creation of votes out of along term by means of sub- 
leases. No doubt it would be possible by a series of under- 
leases, of which the shortest should be sixty years, to put 
a considerable number of persons in the position of being 
each entitled in respect of the same premises to a term 
of sixty years at least, and of a value of five poundsa year. 
Still it must be remembered that the process would be ex- 
pensive in the way of stamps, and very uncertain in its 
results, as in every such case if the revising barrister de- 
cided that the case came within the Acts making void 
conveyances for the purp2se of multiplying votes, his de- 
cision would undoubtedly be upheld. 

Those statutes are now practically inoperative, prin- 
cipally because it is held that both parties to the con- 
veyance must be parties to the purpose. And although 
persons may frequently purchase property for the pur- 
pose of obtaining for themselves a considerable number 
of votes, yet, as the seller is not usually a party to this, 
the case does not come within the statutes. The case of 
the underleases, however, would in this respect be dif- 
ferent, and the creation of several long terms in the 
same property would (except for settlement purposes, in 
which case the termors would be trustees only, and ac- 
quire no vote) be a thing so extremely inconvenient, and 
involving all the parties in so much unnecessary and 
continuing liability, that it would certainly never occur. 
It would, therefore, we think, be impossible to say 
that there would not be evidence in law bringing the 
case within the statutes. And that being so, the 
decision of the barrister upon the evidence would be 
a matter which the Court of Common Pleas would not 
interfere with. So that, on the whole, we think the pro- 
cess of creating votes by this method too uncertain in its 
result for persons to be likely to incur the expense of 
trying it to any great extent. 





WE MADE SOME REMARKS (supra 839) upon an incon- 
venience existing in relation to the brokerage payable on 
the investment of sums of purchase-money paid into 
court by railway companies under the Lands Clauses 


Consolidation Act. A firm of solicitors write to us this 
week, detailing the manner in which they have lately 
obtained orders for the investment of the whole sum of 
purchase-money, and not merely the balance after deduct- 
ing brokerage. The orders were taken for investment 
without deducting brokerage, “ the petitioners by their 
counsel undertaking to pay such brokerage;” and for the 
reimbursement of the petitioners, the words “including 
the costs of such brokerage ” were added to the order for 
the payment by the company of the petitioners’ costs. 
Thus the whole purchase-money, without deduction, gets 
invested for the benefit of the parties interested both in 
possession and remainder. 





AT THE MARYLERONE County Court, on the 5th in- 
stant, in the case of Grunebaum v. Stephens, an infant 
was sued by a tobacconist for a sum of some forty 
pounds, for tobacco, pipes, and money lent. The de- 
fence was infancy. After some litile contest between the 
advocates on either side, the infancy was established, and 
upon the plaintiff being cross-examined by the defendant’s 
counsel, the result was that the judge, Sir J. Eardley- 
Wilmot, suggested that it would be useless to carry the 
case further. A verdict was therefore taken for the de- 
fendant. The judge, however, refused to allow the defen- 
dant costs, and even declined to hear argument upon the 
matter, saying that as the defendant had in fact received 
the goods it was too much to expect the plaintiff to pay 
the defendant's costs in addition to losing his goods, This 
ruling appears to us to proceed upon so radically erro- 
neous a principle that we have thought it worth 
comment, 





SSS 

The claim was for the price of tobacco and pipes ang 
money lent. Now money lent is not a necessary for gn 
infant, neither are tobacco and its appurtenances, if not 
supplied medicinally *(of which there was here no 
gestion) if, therefore, the plaintiff knew that the defen. 
dant was an infant, he had absolutely no oase to 
before a jury. It was not, however, contended that the 
defendant had practised any deception. The ratio de. 
cidendi of the learned judge would, if extended to ity 
logical sequence, exclude every infant sued for the pricg 
of articles, not necessaries, from obtaining his costs, 
It may be hard that the tradesman should lose his goods, 
or he may be to blame for having sold them; but if g 
plaintiff brings an action which, in law, must necessarily 
fail, it is new to hear that the defendant is not to have 
his costs. 





REDEMPTION OF MORTGAGE BEFORE THE DAY 
OF PAYMENT. 

An important question was raised beyond the point 
actoally decided in the recent case of Langton v. Waite, 
16 W. R. 508, before Vice-Chancellor Malins, in the claim 
of the plaintiff that he was entitled to redeem his mort. 
gage before the day appointed, on paying to the mortgagee 
his principal money and interest to the full end of the 
term. The Vice-Chancellor did not allude in his judg. 
ment to this part of the plaintiff’s claim, but gave him 
all the profit which the mortgagee had made by his deal- 
ing with the stock. 

There seems to be no doubt that, according to the 
common law doctrine of conditions, the feoffee on con- 
dition (the mortgagee as described by Littleton) could 
not have been compelled to receive his money before the 
time appointed, but if he had accepted it, it was a good 
performance of the condition (Co. Litt. 212b, Plow, 291a, 
Cro. Jac. 435). This seems to have been on the ground 
that the payment of the money was a duty before it was 
discharged, and it should be intended that the estate was 
made by reason of the lending of the money by the 
feoffee, or for some other duty (Litt. s. 339). Numerous 
cases in the early reports, relating to the performance of 
conditions, contain the same proposition more or less 
guardedly expressed. The whole matter, however, is 
clearly treated of in a casein the year books in the 9 Hy, 
7 Hil. 17, pl. 11, where it is said by Rede—‘If I am 
bound in an obligation to pay certain moneys at a 
certain day, and before the day I pay the money and he 
accepts it, in that case I am discharged by his acceptance, 
because it was a duty in him, though not payable before 
the day; still because he had agreed to this payment, in 
that case I am discharged.” ‘And thus it is, if I am 
bound in an obligation with condition that if I enfeoff 
you of the Manor of Dale by such a day, then the obliga- 
tion shall lose its force; and before the same day I enfeoff 
you, if you accept this feoffment I am discharged of my 
obligation, because you agree to such feoffment; but if! 
am bound in an obligation on condition that I enfeoff 
John at Stiles at a certain day, and before the day I 
enfeoff him, then I have not performed the condition: 
for I am bound to enfeoff John at Stiles on such a day, 
and I enfeoff him before the day, which acceptance of 
the feoffee, who was a stranger to the condition, the con- 
dition will not be performed—thus there is a diversity 
where they are parties to the condition and where not.” 

Another case in the year book of the same reign is, a8 
to this matter, to the same effect, though the principle is 
not so fully stated (Hil. 10, Hy. 7, 14 pl. 11). These 
passages from our law sources show that it was the 
acceptance by him who was party to the condition of 
the premature performance thereof which made such 
performance a satisfaction at the common law, and the 
same legal principle appears to prevail at the present 
day. os 

With regard to the equitable doctrine an early casein 
Vernon had countenanced the opinion that the Court of 


* Vide Bryant v, Richardson, 14 W. By 401. 
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Chancery would enforce the redemption of a mortgage, 
at the instance of the mortgagor, before the day 
appointed for payment, if the mortgagee were paid his 
principal money and interest thereon to the full end of 
the stipulated time (see Zalbot v. Braddyl, 1 Vern. 395, 
and the instance therein cited; and see Coote on Mort- 

, 33, 2nd ed,). A modern decision, however, of Vice- 
Chancellor Shadwell has distinctly affirmed that the 
Court of Chancery will not interfere to compel redemp- 
tion before the day appointed by the contract, though 
payment of the principal and interest to the full extent of 
the appointed period be offered by the mortgagor. The 
report of this case is somewhat meagre, and no authorities 
were cited, but the Vice-Chancellor allowed a demurrer 
to the mortgagor’s bill, intimating that the relief sought 
was inconsistent with the principles of the Court (Brown 
y. Cole, 14 Sim. 427), Ina case before Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley a demurrer was overruled which had been 
filed to a bill for redemption before the day of payment; 
but in this case there was a trust for sale, and the form 
of the proviso for redemption was of so special a nature 
as to take the case out of the rule enforced in Brown v. 
Cole, which case was distinguished by the Vice-Chahcellor 
from the one before him ( Harding v. Tingey, 12 W. R. 
684. 

The foregoing, it is believed, indicates all the direet 
authorities on the matter to be found in our books. 

By the Roman law it was admissible that the debtor, 
if he wished it, should discharge the debt before the day 
appointed for payment, unless it could be shown that 
the day was appointed for the advantage of the creditor 
(Thibaut Pand. Recht. s. 93—this part of the work is 


‘translated by Lindley). Some of the passages in the 


digest are very express as to this privilege of the debtor, 
as in Dig. lib. 46, tit. 3,1.70— Quod certa die pro- 
missum est, vel statim dari potest, totum enim medium 
tempus ad solvendum promissori relinqui intelligitur;” 
and in Dig. lib. 45, tit. 1, 1. 41, s. 1—* Verum dies 
adjectus efficit ne presenti die pecunia debeatur. Ex 
quo apparet diei adjectionem pro reo esse, non pro 
stipulatore.”” 

The French law has so far adopted the principle of 
the civil law that the “terme” (as the stipulated delay 
in payment is called) is always presumed to be stipulated 
in favour of the debtor, unless it result from the stipu- 
lations or circumstances that it has also been agreed 
upon in favour of the creditor (Cod. Civ. Art. 1187). It 
appears, however, that the “ terme ” is tacitly stipulated 
in favour of the creditor when that results from the 
nature of the obligation or circumstances. Thus, a 
debtor cannot repay before the day appointed a loan 
made for a year, by adding to the cupital the interest 
only to the time of payment. French writers, however, 
differ as to whether the debtor can force the creditor to 
receive his capital before the “ terme ” by paying the 
interest for the whole year ; some holding that the credi- 
tor might be embarrassed by receiving his money if he 
had not an immediate employment for it (vide Chabol 
Chamean Dictionnaire de legislation usuelle voce obliga- 
tion & terme). 

The text of the Prussian Landrecht, on the other 
hand, is express, ‘‘That the fulfilment of a contract 
against the will of either party, before completion of 
the period appointed by the contract, can neither be 
required or rendered ” (Theil 1, Tit. 5, s. 241). 

A learned writer, in some observations written before 
the case of Brown v. Cole was decided, after combating 
the doctrine supposed to be warranted by the case of 
Talbot v. Braddyl, remarks that “it is not improbable 
that if the point had come before the Courts of Equity 
acentury ago, when the attention of the judges who 
presided there was so anxiously directed, in transactions 
between mortgagor and mortgagee, to protecting the 
needy debtor from the rapacity of his creditor as almost 
entirely to lose sight of the maxim, “ Modus et conventio 
vineunt legem,” the doctrine under consideration might 
have obtained a more ready countenance than it would 





now receive, when the courts, acting upon more en- 
larged views, are disposed to allow greater scope to the 
principle expressed in that maxim (Jarman Conv. by 
Sweet, vol. v. p. 95). 





TRADE-MARKS. 

No sooner has an article of general consumption or 
general utility come into the market and become known 
to the public, than it is imitated more or less closely, 
and as the spurious article is usually composed of inferior 
materials, or put together in an inferior manner to the 
genuine article, the maker of it is enabled to allow to the 
retailer alarger profit upon the sale of it than the maker 
of the genuine article can afford to allow, and thus the 
spurious article is put off without any difficulty. The 
retailer, tempted by the larger profit (for the spurious 
article, of course, resembles in price and external appear- 
ance, if not in value, the genuine article), recommends 
it with confidence toe his customers, and thus pushes the 
sale of the spurious article, to the injury of the maker 
of the genuine one. The original maker, all other 
means failing him, has recourse to equity, and files his 
bill to restrain the maker and vendor of the spurious ar- 
ticle from colourably imitating his, the plaintiff’s, manu- 
ture, and succeeds, provided he comes into court with 
clean hands, and succeeds in proving that the imitation 
was made with fraudulent intention. 

The more peculiar the external appearance of an article 
of trade, the more easily is it imitated; and hence it is 
that trade-marks and similar distinctions, symhols of 
colour, form, or outward appearance, in which traders 
know so well how to enwrap their goods, so as to attract 
the eye of customers, are the commonest objects of im- 
itation, and therefore the commonest ground of injunc- 
tion. Trade-marks, as our readers know, are specially 
protected by the Merchandise Marks Act (25 & 26 Vict 
c. 88), which makes the forging a trade-mark, with intent 
to defraud, a misdemeanour. The clumsy and untrades- 
manlike device of forging a trade-mark is rare; colourable 
imitations of trade marks, which do not come within the 
Act, but are, in many cases, equally injurious to the 
trader whose mark is imitated, are unfortunately not so 
rare as might be wished, as the reported cases of the past 
few years upon this subject show. 

The case of Schweizer v. Atkins, 16 W. R. 1080, 
which was decided by Vice-Chancellor Malins, on the 
16th’ of July last, is an illustration of one of the 
commonest forms of this offence against commercial 
morality. The firm of Schweizer & Company sell for 
many years, and acquire a reputation for selling, a pre- 
paration known as “ Schweizer’s Cocoatina.’ The de- 
fendant, who had been employed by Schweizer & 
Company, leaves their service and goes into partnership 
with one Utto Schweizer, and begins to sell “ Schweizer, 
Atkins, & Company’s Cacaotine,” in packets of similar 
colour and form, but of different size, and differing in 
the directions for use, which were enclosed in or 
printed upon the packets. Under these circumstances 
the original firm move for an injunction against the 
defendants to restrain the sale of the cacaotine, and 
the injunction was granted, the Vice-Chancellor being 
of opinion that there had been a colourable and fraudu- 
lent imitation of the plaintiff’s preparation on the 
part of the defendants. 

Although there can at the present day be little 
doubt of the law in these cases, yet cases of the kind 
continually present themselves for the decision of courts 
of equity, partly because the ingenuity of copyists is 
great, and no case of colourable imitation precisely re- 
sembles any of its predecessors, and partly because too much 
reliance is placed on Burgess v. Burgess, 3 D. M. G. 896. 
In Burgess v. Burgess, however, it will. be remembered 
that no fraud was charged against the defendant, and 
the defendant, who was the son of the person whose 
representatives were plaintiffs, had done no more than, 
according to Lord Justice Knight Bruce, it is every 
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Englishman’s birthright so to do, if he pleases, namely, 
make and vend picklesin hisown name. Hadastranger 
assumed the name of Burgess in order to trade in 
pickles under that appellation, fraud might have been pre- 
sumed, particularly if the pickle bottles had been of 
similar shape and had borne similar labels to the bottles 
used by the plaintiff. So in Croft v. Day, 7 Beav. 84, 
the proprietors of Day & Martin restrained one nn <a who 
had set up in ‘business with one Martin in High Holborn 

near ‘Day & Martin’s” establishment, from selling black- 
ing labelled “Day & Martin’s” in bottles, and with labela 
resembling the bottles and labels of the plaintiff. As is 
the case with pickles, so every man has a right to sell 
blacking of his own manufacture, and not the less so 
because he bear the same name as a famous blacking 
manufacturer; but when he begins to vend blacking in 
imitation of ‘his more famous confrére’s, manufacture, 
then he becomes liable to the injunction of the Court, 
And it isin this respect that the general run of cases 
differs from Burgess v. Burgess. 

Trade-marks and advertising have grown up together. 
One man’s commodity is prima facie as good as another 
man’s commodity of the same kind; but the public will, 
as a rule, go to the man who supplies them best, price as 
well as quality being taken into account. But when a 
man affixes a trade-mark to his commodity, and adver- 
tises it until he has succeeded in inducing the public to 
believe that there is no commodity of the kind like his 
commodity, then a trade-mark becomes of value, and 
special enactments against counterfeiters of trade-marks 
recognised @ guasi-property in trade-marks, it is needless 
to consider the old rule of law that there can be no pro- 
perty in a name, On this see Collin’s Company v. Brown; 
3 K. & J. 423; Collin’s Company v. Reeves, 6 W. BR. 717; 
and Collin’s Company ¥. Cohen, 5 W. B. 876. The Court 
in these cases, which were suits by a hardware manu- 
facturing company of American domicile against various 
imitators of their trade-mark, held, that although there 
can be no property in a trade-mark, yet persons using a 
trade-mark may restrain others from using the’ same 
with a view to deceiving the public ; and furthermore, 
that the relief, being grounded on the personal injury 
sustained by the plaintiff, may be had where the plain- 
tiff is domiciled abroad, and does not even sell his goods 
within the realm. 

The property in a trade-mark in fact resembles copy- 
right, but with fewer restrictions, The Courts of Equity 
exercised their jurisdiction to restrain a person from 
putting off his goods as the goods of another by the tse 
of his trade-mark long before the nature of trade-mark 
property was settled, and their jurisdiction was no doubt 
exercised upon the ground of the fraud that was thereby 
committed upon the original maker. ‘The somewhat 
singular expressions of Lord Hardwicke in Blanchard ¥, 
Fill, 2 Atk. 484, with reference to trade-marks, can be 
explained by referring to the circumstances of the case 
Lord Hardwicke was of opinion that it wonld be: of mis- 
chievous consequence to restrain the defendant, who was 
a cardmaker, from stamping on the wrapper of his cards 
a stamp of the Great Mogul in imitation of the plain- 
tiff’s stamp. His Lordship did not, as we understand 
Atkyn’s report, impeach trade-marks in general, but the 
particular trade-mark which was the subject of the suit. 
This trade-mark, the Great Mogul, had been adopted’ by 
the plaintiff under a charter of Charles I., granted to 
the Cardmakers Company, a charter which gave that 
company a monopoly in order to raise a sum of money 
for the Crown, and enables the members of the company to 
adopt marks for the cards of their manufacture, The 
mark—and this we think the important distinction—was 
assumed, not as a way of securing tothe purchaser the 
cards of a particular make, but simply that the Crown 
receiver might know whose the cards were, in order to 
make up his accounts of the duty. Traders are given 
property in trade-marks in the interest. of the public as 
well as of themselves ; they are allowed to acquire the 





7: Se 
exclusive right to a particular mark, in order that the 
purchaser may feel certain that he is getting the article 
he demands, no less, than that the vendor may obtain qa 
monopoly, In the case just referred to the former con. 
sideration seems.to have been wanting. 

The right to a trade-mark (using the word in its widest 
sense to include crests, letters, devices, wrappers, and all 
other means..whereby manufactured articles are dis. 
tinguished from, the same articles made by different 
makers) arises when the article to which the trade-mark 
obtains reputation in the market, and is known by the 
name which the trade-mark bears or refers to. So soon, 
for instance, as “ Schweizer’s Cocoatina”’ became known 
in the trade, the proprietors of it acquired a right to 
defend it, and the distinctive wrapper or mark by which it 
was known, against.infringement. To do so, however, 
the proprietor must come.into court with clean hands, 
He who has deceived the public cannot prevent others 
from using the trade-mark, the right to which he has 
acquired, by misrepresentation. Thus, in Perry v. True- 
fitt, which was a clear case of infringement, the plaintiff, 
who had acquired a reputation for making and selling a 

ition for the hair, under the name of 
o Pory’s Medicated Mexican Balm,” filed his bill against 
the defendant for vending “ Truefitt’s Medicated Mexican 
,” but... was refused an injunction, and obtained no 
more thanjJeave to bring an action to establish his right 
at law, upon the ground that he stated in his prospectus 
that “this, admirable composition was made from an 
original vecipe of the learned Von Blumenbach, and was 
to the proprietor by a very near 
relation.of that lustrious physiologist ’—assertions which 
the plaintiff did not verify by affidavit. Pidding v. How, 
8 Sim,477, was.a similar case. The plaintiff had made 
a newsort. of mixed tea, and sold it as Howqua’s mixtnie, 
but athe had made false statements to the public eh 
the: way his tea-wasprocured and mixed, the Court ref: 
to restrain the defendant from selling tea under the 
slaw the plaintiff should have established his right 
at law, ton view was taken by the Court in The 
Cloth Company v. The American Leather Cloth 
y,12 W; RB. 289. But these cases do no more 
than that a nfan must act honestly on his own part 
ts relief in equity against the dishonesty of 





LANDED ESTATES COURT, IRELAND. 
% REcENT DECcISIONS. 
‘@itempt made by the Legislature to give an un- 
’ conveyance and an indefeasible title to 
fein the Landed Estates Court in Ireland, was 
progmect of a bold and statesmanlike idea. The re- 
ga desperate, but the malady was past gentler 
, It could never, however, have been rendered 
nay, it must have been productive of confu- 
sion andiinaeourity ten times more hopeless than before 
but for t thless firmness, the iron rigour with which 
the Irish upheld the policy of the Act of Parlia- 
ment, disregarding the “hard cases,” in some cases 
amounting to deliberate confiscation, which so often 
tempt judges to lay down “bad law” for the purpose of 
satisfying exceptional justice. 
The first question which arose was naturally one of 
tion, and althotgh it was of course finally decided 
} the Courts of law were to exercise a power of super- 
vision for the of keeping the commissioners 
within the juurisdiotion given them by their Act, yet the 
Court of mer, in the case of Rutledge v. Hood, 3 
Ir. C. L. 447, expressed some doubt upon the questien 
meee during the progress of the case, but which be- 
to decide, whether a conveyance of 
the the Court is conclusive as to its jurisdiction as well as of 
matters contained therein; but Shief Baron Pigot then 
expressly declared : —“We must take care that no idea 
gets abroad that in matters coming within the large juris- 
diction of the Commissioners of the Incumbered B-tates 
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Court, their decisions are to be unravelled by a Court of 
w.? 
Sot of course there remained the important question 
of what was the extent of that jurisdiction. The 27th 
section of the Act declared that “every conveyance exe- 
cuted as aforesaid by the commissioners upon the sale of 
Jand, shall be effectual to pass the fee-simple and inheri- 
tance of the land thereby expressed to be conveyed, sub- 
ject to such tenancies, leases, and underleases as shall be 
expressed or referred to therein, but save as aforesaid 
and as hereinafter provided, discharged from all former 
and other estates, rights, titles, charges, and incumbrances 
whatsoever of her Majesty, her heirs and successors, and 
ofallother persons whatsoever.’ Whateffect was to be given 
to these words if the commissioners included in their 
conveyance, by the fallibility of human tribunals, another 
man’s property either by a mistake in boundaries, or 
by the omission of a lease, or other tenancy, from the 
schedule? Cases of this kind, causing the most extreme 
hardship, soon cropped up to test the resolution of the 
judges, and we need hardly be surprised to find differ- 
ences of opinion in the courts, and in the first instance 
majorities refusing to put an interpretation on the Act 
involving confiscation. The first case on record was before 
Mr. Justice Perrin at Nisi Prius, and he directed a jury 
to disregard the Landed Estates Court conveyance in 
favour of a person who had acquired a fee by the Statute 
of Limitations. Soon after this the case of O’ Donnell v. 
Ryan came before the Common Pleas, where Chief Jus- 
tice Monahan was left in a minority of one in holding 
that a conveyance of the Incumbered Estates Court 
passed the mines with the lands when it contained no 
special reservation of them, although it appeared clearly 
that the former owner and petitioner had not been so 
entitled to them; Torrens, Ball, and Jackson, JJ., de- 
claring that they could see nothing in the Act coercing 
them to rob one man of his property to pay the debts 
of another. This case appears never to have gone further, 
but only a few Terms later the same question was raised 
in the Queen’s Bench in a case which, fortunately for 
the public and the Landed Estates Court, settled the 
question by receiving the confirmation of the highest 
tribunal in the land. The case of Zrrington v. Rorke 
raised the question in a very simple manner. The plain- 
tiff relied on a conveyance of the Incumbered Estates 
Court giving him the fee-simple of certain lands de- 
scribed by metes and boundaries. The defendant relied 
on a lease of long standing made before the conveyance 
of part of the lands so conveyed. The lease was 
actually described in the recital, but its boundaries were 
misdescribed, and a part of the land really included in 
the lease was conveyed in the plaintiff’s lot. The plaintiff 
relied on the mention of his lease as relieving him from 
reeing further; the defendant relied on the plain- 
tiffs notice of the sale as putting him to see 
what was in the conveyance. Lefroy, C.J., admitted 
the lease in evidence, and the defendant had a 
verdict by his direction. Upon a bill of exceptions to 
the judge’s direction we find Crampton, J., also left alone 
in upholding the conveyance against the lease, Lefroy, 
CJ., and Moore, J., being of a contrary opinion. The 
judgment of the Court therefore left the verdict for the 
defendant untouched; but this decision was reversed in 
the Exchequer Chamber, Lefroy, C.J., being the only 
dissentient voice ; and upon appeal to the House of 
Lords the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber was 
affirmed, and the inviolability of the Incumbered Estates 
Court preserved in all its integrity: 5Ir. C. L. 542, Q.B.; 
6 Ir. C. L. 279, Ex. Ch.; 9 Ir. C. L. 237, and 7 Ho. L. 
Cas. 617, onapp. Chief Justice Monahan and Mr. Jus- 
tice Crampton had the satisfaction of contributing, in 
the Exchequer Chamber, to the triumph of those opinions 
which they maintained single-handed in the courts below, 
by delivering judgments which were afterwards charac- 
terised by the law lords as “ masterly and satisfactory.” 
These decisions took place upon the early Act, which 
Gave jurisdiction to the Court to deal with estates which 








are encumbered, and it was open to those disputing the 
conveyance to contend that the omitted lease, not being 
an incumbered property, could not possibly be dealt 
with by the Incumbered Estates Court. But the new Act 
gives jurisdiction over all applications for the sale of 
landed property, and that decision is therefore, a fortiori, 
applicable to cases under the Landed Estates Act. 
However, in spite of this solemn decision, another 
attempt was made so late as last year to shake the 
inviolability of the conveyance by means of an ap- 
plication to the Landed Estates Court itself, which, 
in its early stages, was partially successful. An al- 
most similar state of facts with that in Errington 
v. Rorke had arisen: a property had been sold 
without any mention being made of a sub-lease to which 
part of the property was subject. An spplication was 
made shortly after the delivery of the conveyance, and 
immediately upon the discovery of the omission, asking 
the court to recall its conveyance for the purpose of 
having it rectified. It was contended that this might 
be done by the Court itself, which is given all the 

of a Court of equity, by the 31st section of the Act (21& 
22 Vict. c. 7), and that it had powerover itsown conveyance 
just as a court of equity could vary or rescind a contract 
of sale. And to this contention Judge Dobbs yielded, and 
made an order to that effect ; but upon appeal to the 
Court of Chancery this order was reversed, both the Lord 
Chancellor Brewster and Lord Justice Christian ex- 
pressing a strong opinion on the subject, the latter declar- 
ing that they were “conferring a boon upon the Landed 
Hstates Court by removing from its records an order 
fraught with future mischief and inefficiency in its 
working.” * 

The entire conclusiveness of the conveyance of 
the Court is thus established. Although this is so, how- 
ever, grave questions still come before the Court upon 
the interpretation of these conveyances. The chief 
difficulty has arisen in this way. The property is sold 
subject to “the leases and tenancies set forth in the 
schedule” annexed to the conveyance. Where a lease 
is altogether omitted, even by mistake, it is extinguished 
as we have seen without remedy. But what if a lease 
or tenancy in the schedule be a misdescription of the 
real lease or tenancy? Is the account of the tenancy 
appearing on the conveyance to be taken as in- 
controvertible, or is the lease or memorandum of tenancy 
which contains the true contract to prevail? In other 
words, is the lease incorporated in the con- 
veyance, or must the schedule of the conveyance 
be taken as placed in substitution of the original 
lease or contract by the all powerful authority of the 
Court. Of course, questions of constructions are not 
susceptible of more than general rules; but the tendency 
of the courts, although not without considerable differ- 
ence of opinion, has been to consider any statement of a 
lease or tenancy in the schedule, even although full, 
complete, and precise in all its terms, as nothing more 
than an incorporation of the original document. The 
case of De Vesci v. Kelly, 16 W. R. 646, is the latest 
illustration of this principle. The conveyance in that 
case conveyed lands, “ subject to the leases and tenancies 
hereunto annexed.” The premises the subject matter of 
the action of ejectment formed an item in the schedule, 
and were described by their denomination, tenants’ 
names, average yearly rent, and gale days. The tenure 
upon which they were held was stated to be a lease 
dated 16th April, 1806, from J. D. to J. H. for three 
lives, or sixty-one years, at £32 a-year, from 25th March, 
1813. Upon this statement of the defendant’s tenure, 
the plaintiff would not have been entitled to recover 
because the term was unexpired; but he tendered in 
evidence a lease corresponding in every particular to the 
description in the schedule, except that the term was to 

* So long as the money has not gone out of court, Jud 
Dobbs would seem to be right. The mistake he made in the 
case referred to was, that he ordered the conveyance to be 
rectified instead of offering to return the purchaser his money, 
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begin to run from 25th March, 1806, and therefore had 
expired at the date of the ejectment ; and it was not dis- 
puted that this was the original lease in question, but it 
was urged that it was not admissible, as the full and 
precise statement in the schedule was now to be deemed 
to contain the terms of the tenancy between the parties, 
and the inviolability of the Landed Estates Court con- 
veyance was invoked in support of this view. The 
Court (George, J., dissenting), however, held the lease 
admissible to vary the terms of the schedule, 
and, admitting that they could not dispute any- 
thing done by the commissioners’ deed, said that 
the question was what the commissioners actually 
had done or meant to do, and they found nothing 
to prevent them applying to this deed as to all others 
the maxims falsa demonstratio non nocet and verba illata 
inesse videntur.* This case will be carried further and al- 
though we see no reason to question the construction put 
by the Court upon this deed and its schedule, we cannot 
help thinking that the peculiar qualities of the Landed 
Estates Court conveyance are impaired by admitting the 
possibility of varying what appears within the four 
corners of the conveyance. If the form of conveyance 
now adopted merely refers to the tenancies affecting the 
land for the purpose of incorporating other documents 
which contain their terms, then the sooner this is altered 
the better. There is no reason why an alteration of the 
terms of the tenancy in the conveyance should not bind 
the parties as well as an omission to mention that tenancy 
at all—and the time for objection to this course on the 
grounds of hardship is as we have seen long gone by. 
Another point of interest has been lately decided, 
or rather put beyond doubt, in the Exchequer Chamber, 
in the case of Kennedy v. Woods,16 W.R. 797. The 
cases we have been alluding to were cases of conveyances 
of fee-simple property, and are, as was seen, conclu- 
sive against the world. But a conveyance of leaseholds 
is not so satisfactory. It gives a title to the purchaser 
perfectly clear from all charges and rights of title affect- 
ing the lease gud lease, but has no operation against parties 
claiming by title paramount to the lease. The lease is 
the root of the title given by the Court, and the convey- 
ance guarantees nothing more than the lease, whatever it 
was worth when made. This was long the opinion of the 
profession, but has now been put beyond doubt by the 
Exchequer Chamber in the case we have just mentioned. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 

CoNTRACT FOR SALE oF SHARES—RULES OF Srock 
EXCHANGE—SUIT BY VENDOR OF SHARES AGAINST 
PURCHASER FOR AN INDEMNITY. 

Hodgkinson v. Kelly, M.R., 16 W. R. 1078. 

We have to notice another new stockjobbing case in- 
volving questions as to the rules of the Stock Exchange, 
and the effect of an ordinary contract for the sale of shares. 
The suit was by the vendor who had sold shares in the 
usual way to a jobber against the ultimate purchaser 
who had bought from a jobber in the usual way for an 
indemnity against future calls on the shares, and for re- 
payment of a call which he had had to pay in conse- 
quence of the defendant not registering the transfer. 
The defence set up by the defendant was the usual one, 
viz., that there was no privity between him and the 
plaintiff. Even if he were liable to an action by the 
jobber from whom he bought, yet he contended he was 
not liable at the suit of the plaintiff, with whom he had 
not entered into any contract. The Master of the Rolls, 





* The true ground for supporting this case is, that the Act 
merely warrants the purchaser that he will get all the Court con- 
veys to him: it does not prevent him getting anything more to 
which he may be justly entitled: in other words, the deserip- 
tion of the lease showed that no greater incumbrance existed. 
It did not warrant the title of the incumbrancer. 





following Shepherd v. Uurphy (16 W. R. 948, which we 
noticed ante 746), held that the plaintiff was entitled to 
the relief which he sought. 

The Court of Appeal decided, in Shepherd v. Murphy, 
where the facts were similar to those of Hodgkinson y, 
Kelly, that both the vendor and ultimate vendee con. 
tracted, “in subjection to the established usage of the 
Stock Exchange,’ and as by this usage the ultimate 
vendee was the person who was bound to accept the 
transfer, and as the intermediate jobber had fulfilled his 
part of the contract when he gave in the name of a pur. 
chaser, the defendant, the ultimate vendee, was liable to 
indemnify the plaintiff, the vendor. The liability of the 
defendant was thus made to depend, not upon any new 
contract between the plaintiff and defendant,nor upon any 
assignment of an old contract, but simply upon the terms 
of the original contract, which incorporated the rules and 
usages of the Stock Exchange. The effect of the contract. 
with the rulesofthe Stock Exchange thus incorporated was 
to discharge the buying jobber from any liability after he 
had given ia the name of a purchaser and paid the agreed 
price of the shares, as that in fact was all that he had 
contracted to do. The ultimate vendee, on the other 
hand, contracted in effect to pay the price of the shares 
and to register a transfer to himself of the shares when 
he received it from the vendor. 

The Master of the Rolls follows this view of the law 
entirely. He says that “the error which, in my opinion, 
pervades most arguments upon this subject, is the omis- 
sion to perceive that when a man sells or buys shares 
through his broker upon the Stock Exchange he enters 
into an implied contract to sell or buy according to the 
custom and usages prevalent in that body.” He then goes 
on to say, “ what is the nature of the contract into which 
a man enters when he directs shares to be bought or 
sold through the instrumentality cf the Stock Ex- 
change,” and he answers, “he undertakes to buy and 
sell according to the practice and usage of the 
Stock Exchange.” The Master of the Rolls then 
examines what is in reality the practice and usage of 
the Stock Exchange, and says in conclusion that it is“a 
machinery by which A. sells to B., and they are in fact 
in law and in equity the ultimate contracting parties.” 
The Master of the Rolls, in thus deciding that the defen- 
dant was liable at the suit of the plaintiff, strictly 
follows out the principles laid down in Shepherd v. 
Murphy, on appeal. He does not, however, seem to 
think that this is opposed to Grissell v. Bristowe (16 
W. R. 428), which he cites in his judgment, and which, 
with Shepherd v. Murphy, is perhaps one of the most 
important of the many cases in which the effect of con- 
tracts made upon the Stock Exchange have been dis- 
cussed, In Grissell v. Bristowe the jobber, who pur- 
chased directly from the vendor, was held liable in an 
action to repay calls which the vendor had been com- 
pelled to pay in consequence of the transferees given in 
by the jobber not registering the transfers. This seems 
entirely opposed to the principle upon which Shepherd 
v. Murphy and Hodgkinson v. Kelly have been decided. 
It is also to be noticed that the Master of the Rolls seems 
to assume that every contract made on the Stock Ex- 
change is subject to the practice and usage there pre- 
vailing, “assuming of course such practice and usage 
not to be illegal.” He does not apparently restrict this to 
membersof theStock Exchange, or to persons cognisant of 
its usages, nor does he except from this rule unreasonable 
usages which on principle should not affect those who con- 
tract in ignorance of their existence. In Shepherd v. 
Murphy, the usages of the Stock Exchange were held to be: 
incorporated in the contract, but there it was assumed, 
and no doubt correctly, that all parties were as a matter 
of fact aware of the existence of the usages by which 
they were held to be bound, In Hodgkinson v. Kelly,. 
it does not appear that the plaintiff or defendant knew 
anything about these usages at all, and the language of 
the judgment would almost lead one to suppose that the 
Master of the-Rolls would not attribute any importance 
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to the fact that such knowledge was or was not possessed 
by the parties. This is an important question and 
deserves consideration, but it now seems hopeless, having 
to the present state of the authorities, to expect 
that the law will be clearly settled on these points until 
one of the stock-jobbing cases comes before the House of 
lords. As soon as a decision is obtained from the 
hest court of appeal there will be a probability that 
much of this litigation will cease, which is toa great 
extent kept alive by the doubt that at present involves 
this branch of the law. Coles v. Bristow stands for 
argument before the Full Court of Appeal in Chancery 
next term. 





REMEDY BY DISTRESS OF GRANTEE OF RENT-CHARGE 
AGAINST RAILWAY CoMPANY. 


Eyton v. Denbigh Railway Company and Rickman v. 
Johns, 16 W. R. 928. 


We think that any question involving the rights of 
an unpaid vendor where the purchaser is a railway com- 
pany must be of interest at the present day. The appli- 
cation in these two suits was made by a gentleman who 
had sold land to the railway company in consideration of 
arent-charge. Of course the rent-charge was not paid ; 
and the application was accordingly made by him for 
liberty to distrain upon the land out of which the rent- 
charge issued. The railway, we must here observe, had 
been made over the land so sold to the company, and was 
open for public traffic at the time of the application. 


‘Now under ordinary circumstances the grantee of a rent- 


charge has, under 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, s. 5, the same right to 
distrain for arrears of his rent-charge as a landlord has 
of common right for arrears of rent. He may recover 
his rent-charge by distress and sale of the gcods of the 
grantor, or any other person, found on the premises. But 
what are his rights when the grantor is a railway com- 
pany? The case of Gardner v. London, Chatham, and 
Dover Railway Company, 15 W.R. 325, L. R. 2 Ch. 201, 
leaves it to be inferred that the owner of a rent-charge 
will not be allowed to distrain on the rolling stock, 
which is essential to the purposes of therailway company 
asacontinuing and going concern. This impairs the 
value of his right to distrain very materially, inasmuch 
as in no case is it to be supposed that a railway 
company financially situated as the company in ques- 
tion will have any stock beyond what is absolutely neces- 
sary to the working of the undertaking. 

The application we have mentioned took place under 
the following circumstances. Mr. Eyton had instituted 
a suit on behalf of himself and all other grantees of rent- 
charges against the company for the purpose of enforc- 
ing his rent-charge. In this suit a receiver of the tolls 
of the undertaking had been appointed. Mr. Rickman 
had filed a bill against the trustees of the deed whereby 
the company conveyed their surplus lands and assigned 
their rolling stock to trustees upon trust for the 
benefit of their creditors, for the administration 
of the trusts of the deed. In this suit also a 
receiver had been appointed. His Lordship had, on the 
application of another grantee of a rent-charge, made 
an order that he should be at liberty to distrain, notwith- 
standing the possession of the receiver. 

The applicant in the present case asked for a similar 
order, and also asked for liberty to distrain on the subject 
matter of the second suit. This, howeyer, was refused. 
His Lordship felt himself unable to allow the applicant 
to touch the rolling stock which is essential for the pur- 
poses of the company, or the property comprised in the 
trust deed, which belonged to the trustees, and not to 
the company. We do not deny that the right of public 
user of a railway created by the Legislature is paramount 
to the right of a creditor, and that no creditor ought to 
be allowed to seize the rolling stock of the company, 
Which is essential to the exercise by the public of 
their right to travel on the line. We would: not 
have a creditor seize the carriages, for instance, when 


actually employed in conveying the public: but ought 
not the creditor to be permitted to seize under a distress 
the rolling stock which is not actually in use at the time 
of the distress being levied ? 





COMMON LAW. 
PRESCRIPTION—MARRIAGE FEE—TOLL—REASONABLE 
AMOUNT—RANKNESS. 

Bryant v. Foot, Ex. Ch., 16 W. R. 808; Lawrence v. 
Hitch, Ex. Ch., 16 W. R. 813. 

One of the most technical branches of our law is that 
which relates to prescriptive and customary rights. 
These rights may be gained by enjoyment from the time of 
legal memory, that is, the accession of Richard I. (a. D. 
1189), or under the Prescription Act (2 & 3 Will. 4. c. 71). 
The statute does not embrace all kinds of customary 
or prescriptive rights, and those to which it does not 
apply can be only gained by user since 1189. It is, of 
course, usually impossible to prove the enjoyment of a 
right for nearly 700 years, and, therefore, the practice is 
for the judge at the trial to direct the jury that if they 
are satisfied that the right claimed has been in fact en- 
joyed during the time of living memory, they may find 
as a presumption of fact that it dates from 1189. This 
presumption may be rebutted by contrary evidence, as, 
for instance, by showing that the right could not have 
been so long enjoyed, on account of some physical change 
in the land over which it is claimed, or some rule of 
law which rendered the existence of the right abso- 
lutely impossible at some period since 1189. 

In Bryant v. Foot a claim was made by a clergyman 
to a customary right to a fee of 13s. for every marriage 
celebrated in a particular agricultural parish. It was 
proved that the fee had been paid during legal memory 
but it was contended that the presumption of immemo- 
rial user which thus arose was rebutted by the amount 
of the fee. It was said that such a fee is large now for 
an agricultural parish, and six or seven hundred years ago 
it must have been impossible for the poorer classes to pay 
so much. This doctrine that a claim to a customary pay- 
ment may be bad on the ground that the amount would 
have been unreasonable in former times has been long 
applied to moduses or compositions for tithes under the 
name of ‘‘rankness.” A modus was said to be rank 
if of an unréasonably large amount. The Court of Ex- 
chequer Chamber held, affirming the judgment of the 
Court of Qneen’s Bench, that the doctrine of rankness ap- 
plies to all kinds of customary payments, and therefore 
that the fee claimed in Bryant v. Foot was rank, and the 
claim for it bad. The ground of the decision of the ma- 
jority of the Court was that “ where, as in the case of a 
modus or marriage fee, the law is that the payment claimed 
must have begun before the time of legal memory, and 
the amount is so large that it cannot possibly have been 
made at so early a period, to presume that it was made 
would be to fly in the face of the law and to presume an 
impossibility.” It was also argued in this case that the 
fee might be upheld on the ground that the claim was 
for a reasonable fee, and not for one of a fixed amount, 
and that therefore it might be presumed that the fee had 
varied in amount since 1189. The Court, however, 
thought that “a marriage fee must be a fixed fee, and 
cannot be of a varying amount.” 

Bramwell, B., in a separate judgment, agreed with the 
majority of the Court, but gave somewhat different 
reasons with great force and conciseness. 

Keating, J., dissented, thinking that the doctrine of 
rankness was restricted to moduses. 

In Lawrence v. Hitch a claim was made to a toll by 
prescription of 1s. on every cartload of vegetables that 
entered a market; the claim was resisted on much the 
same grounds as those set up in Bryant vy. Foot. The 
Court distinguished between the oase of a claim for a 
marriage and for a toll, holding that if “the toll, were 
claimed as immemorial, and the objection of rankness 





could be held to apply by reason of the amount of ls., 
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it isan answer to that objection that the claim is to a 
reasonable toll only, and that the amount may vary from 
time to time with the value of money.” The claim to 
the toll was therefore upheld, thus reversing the judg- 
ment of the Court below. There were other grounds on 
which the Court thought the toll good which do not 
effect the question of prescription. 

The decision in Lawrence v. Hitch somewhat narrows 
the effect of Bryant v. Foot, because it shows that a 
claim to a payment which could not on account of its 
amount have been made from the time of legal memory, 
may yet sometimes be supported as a claim for a 
reasonable amount, varying with the value of money. 
It was held in the Queen’s Bench that Lawrence v. 
Hitch was governed by the decision in Bryant v. Foot, 
and it was this view of the law that made Blackburn, 
J., say that it would for the future be seldom worth 
while to enforce any customary payment which must 
necessarily be of so small an amount as not to be worth 
the trouble of collecting. This remark, however, must 
now be applied only to cases such as marriage fees, which 
must be for a fixed amount. The Lord Chief Justice, at 
the conclusion of his judgment in Bryant v. Foot in the 
court below, inveighed most vigorously against “ the vice 
and badness of the law ” as it now exists on this sub- 
ject. In this*sentiment we most cordially concur, and 
we hope that before long some comprehensive enactment 
may be passed by the Legislature which will embrace all 
claims to prescriptive and customary rights, and simplify 
this difficult but important branch of law. 


INTERROGATORIES—~EJECTMENT— PRACTICE. 
Kettlewell v. Dyson, Q.B., 16 W. R. 851. 

Section 51 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
first entitled the parties to an action at common law to 
administer interrogatories to the other side. Before this 
statute discovery of this kind could only be obtained by 


having recourse to the Court of Chancery. No iuterroga- 
tories can be administered under this statute without the 
leave of a judge at chambers, who reads the proposed 
questions, and disallows such as he thinks ought not to 
be administered. There is a rule of practice, often 
acted upon on these applications, that no interrogatories 
shall be put to the other side which relate exclusively to 


the case of the party interrogated. An exception has 
been allowed to this rule in actions of ejectment, in 
which, under special circumstances, such interrogatories 
are allowed. Flitcheroft v. Fletcher (25 L. J. Ex. 94) 
first established this exception, and allowed the defen- 
dant to interrogate the plaintiff as to his title to the land 
in dispute, 

Subsequent cases have, however, somewhat limited the 
decision in Flitchcroft v. Fletcher. In Stoate v. Rew (11 
W. R. 595) the defendant sought to administer inter- 
rogatories to the plaintiff, which were in the same terms 
as those allowed in Flitchcroft v. Fletcher, but the Court 
refused to allow them, on the ground that it was not a 
matter of course that such interrogatories should be al- 
lowed, but that it depended upon the special circum- 
stances of each case. Willes, J., says, “ interrogatories 
which might be extremely proper in an action brought 
by a stranger might be most improper in the ejectment 
by a landlord against his tenant.” Pearson v. Turner 
(12 W. KR. 801) has followed Stoate v. Ren, and it was 
again held there that special circumstances must be 
shown, to entitle a defendant in ejectment to interrogate 
the plaintiff as to his title, and Willes, J., explains that 
Flitcheroft v. Fletcher has often been misapprehended, and 
that it is quite wrong to suppose that a party is entitled 
to administer interrogatcries in ejectment on merely 
producing an affidavit, which satisfies the terms of sec- 
tion 52. He must do more and show that “the inter- 
rogatories proposed to be administered are proper.” 

If, therefore, ‘a man has long been in possession of 
an estate, and a stranger comes to displace him, the de- 
fendant may call for some general information as to the 





nature of the title which is to be made against him, by 
it must necéssarily be very much a matter of disc 
dependiftig upon the particular circumstances of egch 
case.” 

In Kettlewell v. Dyson, which was an action of ejegt. 
ment, these cases were cited and approved, and the defen. 
dant was allowed to interrogate the plaintiff as to his 
title to the land which he sought to recover. The Cony 
cited Horton v. Bott (5 W. R. 792), and approved of 
distinction there drawn between the case of a piaintift 
and a defendant in ejectment. It was there held that , 
defendant might interrogate the plaintiff as to his 
but that the plaintiff could not administer similar ip. 
terrogatories to the defendant. Cockburn, C.J., in his 
judgment in Kettlewell v. Dyson, approves of Flitcheroft 
v. Fletcher as a“ very sound and salutary decision,” and 
also intimates that, apart from the Common Law Pp. 
cedure Act, 1854, the Court might in some cases require 
information of this sort from a plaintiff by ordering him 
to furnish particulars of claim. 

It is worth while to remember that the rule allowing 
in ejectment interrogatories inquiring into the plaintiff's 
title will not be extended to other actions. This was de. 
cided by Finney v. Forward (14 W. R. 85). 


PRACTICE—DEFENDANT RESIDENT ABROAD—CAUSE OF 
AcTION—CoMMoN LAW PROCEDURE ACT, 1852, m, 
18, 19. 

Allheusen v. Melgarejo, Q.B., 16 W. R. 854. 

The Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, has provided, by 
sections 18 and 19, a method by which persons out of Eng- 
land may be sued here. Section 18 relates solely to British 
subjects, and section 19 to foreigners. If a defendant 
appear to such an action the proceedings will go on as 
if he were within the jurisdiction. The Act provides, 
however, that if the defendant does not appear, “it 
shall be lawful for the Court or judge, upon being satis 
fied by affidavit that there is a cause of action which 
arose within the jurisdiction, or in respect of the breach 
of acontract made within the jurisdiction,” and that the 
writ was served, or &c., &c., to direct that the proceedings 
may continue without the appearance of the defendant. 

Under this section it is most material to ascertain 
what is the meaning of “cause of action.” It is clear 
that if a contract is made within the jurisdiction, anda 
breach of it occurs out of the jurisdiction, the case falls 
within the section. But it is not so clear what would be 
the effect of a breach in England of a contract made 
abroad. In one sense the cause of action would accrue 
within the jurisdiction, as until breach there would be 
no right of action, and that takes place in England. 
On the other hand, there can be no breach without 4 
contract, and the contract was made abroad. 

It was on a state of facts such as these that the Court 
of Queen’s Bench had to give a decision in Altheusen v. 
Melgarcjo. The defendant contracted in England to 
deliver certain goods to the plaintiff in England. This 
contract was afterwards altered at Madrid, and the 
quantity of goods to be delivered was much increased. 
The defendant failed to deliver the goods, the plaintiff 
brought his action, and on the defendant’s non -appearance 
applied under sections 18 and 19, for leave to proceed with- 
out his appearance. The Court refused the application, 
on the ground that the entire cause of action must have 
arisen in this country, except in the one case expressly 
mentioned in the section, viz., where the contract was 
made in this country, yet the breach occurred out of the 
jurisdiction. Of course there could be no doubt that the 
contract itself was made out of the jurisdiction. When- 
ever a contract is altered it becomes in legal effect 4 
new contract, containing possibly-some of, or all, the old 
terms, but it is still not the old but a new substituted 
contract. The question as to whether the contract must 
have been made in England when the breach has 
occurred here is more difficult. The point was, however, 
decided in effect in Sivhe/ vy. Borch (12 W. R. 346) 
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where Martin, B., says, speaking of these sections, “the 
cause of action means the entire cause of action.” It 
does not appear whether this case was cited in the argu- 
ment. It is, however, precisely in point. The decision 
of Allheusen v. Melgarejo, was that a breach in England 
of a contract made abroad is not a cause of action 
within sections 18 and 19 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852. This isin accordance with Sichelv. Borch, and 
overrules an older case of Fife v. Round (6 W. R. 282), 
where the contrary was held. The construction of these 
sections may now be considered as finally settled, and 
where an entire cause of action cannot be shown, the 

tiff will not obtain leave to proceed, except in the 
one case of a breach abroad of a contract made in Eng- 
land. 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 

Lord Romilly, who is officiating for Vice-Chancellor 
Giffard as Vacation Judge, attends town once a week ; 
his Lordship was present in his room, Rolls-yard, on Thurs- 
day and y y, when he disposed of a number of 
motions. 





SUMMER ASSIZES. 
Nortuern Cracurr.— LivERPoo.. 
(Before Hannen, J.) 

August 14.—Holden v. Hughes and Others. 

Jones, Q.C., and Potter, for the plaintiff; Charles Russell 
and W. C. Gully for the defendants. 

The plaintiff is a solicitor in Liverpool, and the defend- 
ants were in 1864 the part owners of a ship called the 
British India, and the action was brought to recover the 
sum of £372 for costs and expenses in defending a salvage 
suit instituted against defendants’ vessel in the Admiralty 
Court in 1864. It appeared that the plaintiff had had large 
and complicated dealings with the defendants, but especially 
with Mr. Samuel Gardiner, who had been the ship’s husband 
for many years, and as it was a question whether the sum 
sued for had not been included in a statement of accounts 
between the defendants and the plaintiff, the case was ulti- 
mately referred. 





Miptanp Cixcurt, Leeps. 
(Before Lusu, J.) 

August 15.—His Lorpsuir, upon coming into court this 
morning, said that he had been consulting with Mr. Baron 
Bramwell upon the case of William Unwin (solicitor, of 
Sheffield), the bankrupt who was found guilty of embezzling 
under the Bankruptcy Act, and had come to the conclusion 
that he could not reserve any point of law for the Court of 
Crown Cases. His Lordship then asked to be informed of 
any facts for his guidance in passing sentence. 

Fitzjames Stephen, Q.C., said that there was another in- 
— against the prisoner, which he proposed to go on 
wi 


Price, Q.C., objected to this, saying that it was very hard 
upon the defendant, asthe whole might have been putin onein- 
dictment. ‘The charge was that he had withheld a bill of ex- 
ees for £1,000 from his assignees, and the fact was not dis- 

uted. ‘I'he value of the bill was about £100, the acceptor being 

pt. The official assignee informed the Court that the 
bankrupt had lost large sumsof money by accommodation 
bills which he had given to other people, and for which he 
had received no consideration. He had lost largely by his 
ironworks and by his brewery. There was no insolvency as to 
his business as an attorney. It was believed that he had 
also lost considerably by betting on races. 

The bankrupt made a long statement to the Court as to 
the anete of his misfortunes, and endeavoured to excuse 


_ Lvsn, J., then proceeded to pass sentence. He said :—It 
18 exceedingly painful to pass sentence upon a person who 
has filled so high a position, and ially upon one who 
belongs to the profession to which I belong. The jury have 
found you guilty, and I think their verdict is right. I 

you did intend to defraud your creditors, and that 
you showed a great degree of ingenuity in the mode of 
doing so. I must also take notice of the other transaction 
about the bill of exchange, and it is clear that omitting to 
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hand over that bill to the assignees was a violation of the 
Bankruptcy Act. Every one knows that upon bankruptcy 
the property passes to the assignees, and if a bankrupt 
abstracts that money he is conscious that he has done wrong. 
But you know how gravely the law looks upon this offence ; 
you know the exact degree of criminality and the penalty 
which attaehes. Had the facts never been discovered I be- 
lieve you would never have offered to return the money. 
The sentence which I pass must be a severe one. It must 
be very much more severe to a person who has been living 
in great luxury; but that is only the proper retribution 
which belongs to a person in your position who commits 
such offences. Looking to the enormous difference between 
the assets and the debts, it ought to have made you more 
careful not to take a single pound from your creditors. His 
Lordship then passed sentence of imprisonment for nine 
calendar months. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Wiiu1aM Batiot Brerr, M.P., Solicitor-General, 
has been appointed a Justice of the Court of Common 
Pleas. The new judge is a son of the late Rev. George 
Brett, of Ranelagh, Chelsea, and a younger brother of 
Wilford G. Brett, Esq., Chief Secrctary to the Master of 
the Rolls; another brother is Sir Wilford Brett, K.C.M.G. 
Sir W. Brett was educated at Westminster School, and at 
Caius College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1840, 
and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn, in January, 
1846, going the Northern Circuit. He became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1861, and was appointed Solicitor-General in 
February of the present year, in succession to Sir C. J. 
Selwyn, now one of the Lords Justices of Appeal in Chancery. 
Sir W. Brett was for a few months M.P. for Helston. 


Mr. Serseant Hayes, Recorder of Leicester, has been 
appointed a Justice of the Court of Queen’s Bench. Mr. 
George Hayes was called to the barin January, 1830, and 
became Serjeant-at-Law in 1856. In 1860 he received a 
patent of precedence, to rank after Mr. A. J. Stephens, Q.C. 
He practised in the Midland Circuit, and succeeded Sir 
John Mellor as Recorder of Leicester in 1861, 


Mr. AntHony CLEAsBy, Q.C., has been appointed a Baron 
of the Court of Exchequer. The new judge was educated 
at Eton, and Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1827 and M.A. in 1830. He was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1831, and practised 
on the Northern Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1861, and unsuccessfully contested Cambridge University 
in the early part of the present year. He is the son of the 
late Stephen Cleasby, Esq., of The Legers, Surrey, 

Mr. Joun Haywarp has been appointed Assistant-Judge 
of the Supreme Court of the Island of Newfoundland. - Mr. 
Hayward has been Solicitor-General for the colony since 
1858. The salary of the Assistant-Judgeship is £650 per 
annum. 

Mr. James Lowruer, M.P. for York, has been appointed 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Poor Law Board, in the 
room of Sir M. H. Beach, who has been transferred to the 
Home Office, as Under Secretary. Mr. Lowther is the 
second son of Charles Hugh Lowther, Esq., and nephew of 
Sir J. H. Lowther, Bart. He was born in 1840, and was 
educated at Westminster School and at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1862. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1864, and 
was elected M.P. for York at the general election in 1865. 











GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


BrokeraGE on Investment or Purcuase Money UNDER 
tHE Lanps CLausrs Consotipation Act. 

Sir,—Referring to your article in the number of the 
Solicitors’ Journal of the 8th inst., upon the 80th section of 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, we beg to inform 
you that we have lately had three sums invested under that 
section. The orders, as asked and made, were for invest- 
ment, without deducting brokerage, with the addition “ the 
 eteru wo a by their counsel undertaking to pay such 

rokerage,” and in the order for payment of the petitioners’ 
costs by the respondents the words “including such broker- 
age were added. On bespeaking the investment we 
obtained an appointment to meet the broker at the office of 
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the Accountant-General. The order must provide for the 
investment without deducting brokerage, or the broker will 
not accept a payment to him, but will deduct it from 
the fund to be invested. It will therefore be necessary, in 
giving instructions to counsel for the petition, merely to call 
his attention to this point that it may be inse in the 
prayer, and the order will be made and the difficulty you 
refer to in your article avoided. 
Mezap & Son. 


118, Jermyn-street, St. James’s, Aug, 17. 





FOREIGN: TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE. 

A case of considerable importance, arising out of the 
attempts made by the Confederate Government to obtain 
vessels in France, and in which interesting points of inter- 
national law were argued, has recently been decided by the 
Tribunal of First Instance at Paris. 

Mr. Bullock, an agent of the Confederates, representing 
himself as acting for principals, whose authority he had 

roduced, made with a M. Arman, a shipbuilder, at Bor- 
| so a contract, which was signed on the 15th April, 
1863. According to that contract M. Arman was, within 
ten months, to provide for Mr. Bullock four vessels, said to 
be required for navigation in the Chinese and Japanese 
seas, two of which were to be built by M. Arman him. 
self at Bordeaux, two by M. Voruz (the sub-contractor 
of Arman at Nantes), at Saint Nazaire. Though in- 
tended for trading purposes, as was stated, yet they were 
to be so constructed as to allow of their mounting guns for 
protection against pirates in the dangerous seas they were 
to navigate. ‘The vessels were to be delivered up to the 
purchasers at the port in which they were to be built. The 
price of each vessel was to be 1,800,000fr., payable in Paris 
by fifths, the first 360,000fr. ten days after the signature of 
the contract, the remainder from time to time, according 
to the advancement of the work, the last at the time of the 
delivery. An article of the contract likewise stipulated that 
Mr. Bullock should name a banker who would guarantee 
the proper payment of the stipulated instalments, The 
banker ultimately designated to that effect was M. Erlanger, 
of Paris, who took upon himself the guarantee, and through 
whose hands several of the payments were made. The 
vessels were begun, and, meanwhile, M. Arman applied 
to the Minister of the Marine, by a letter of the Ist 
June, 1863, for the requisite permission to arm them with 
twelve or fourteen thirty pounders each, giving as a reason 
their alleged destination as traders in the dangerous seas 
about China and Japan. The permission was granted 
accordingly. The 16th of July following another contract 
was made between Mr. Bullock and M. Arman, by which 
the latter engaged to construct, within the next ten months, 
two steam rams, to be delivered at Bordeaux, for the sum of 
2,000,000fr. each, which sum was, like the first, to be 
guaranteed and paid by the house of Erlanger. ‘This time 
no disguise was attempted. The nature of the vessels to be 
built was too expressive of the purpose for which they wers 
intended. Meanwhile the attention of Mr. Dayton, the then 
American minister at Paris, was somehow directed to the ves- 
sels in question, and his suspicions awakened as to their desti- 
nation. He,in some manner that was not made clear, obtained 
certain letters that had been stolen bya clerk of M. Voruz, and 
in those letters he found satisfactory proof of the vessels 
‘being intended for the use of the Confederates. He com- 
municated in consequence with the French Government, 
and on the faith of the stolen letters the permission to arm 
the vessels granted to M. Arman by the Minister of the 
Marine was withdrawn. The building of the vessels, how- 
ever, was not to be so easily stopped; they were, in due time, 
completed. It being evident, however, that the vessels 
would be prevented from reaching their original destination. 
Mr. Bullock, by a letter of the 8th of February, 1864, sent 
instructions to M. Arman to sell the two steam-rams to any 
European Government, and to dispose to the. best advan- 
tage of such of the clippers as might find purchasers. The 
3lst of March, 1864, M. Arman sold one of the steam-rams 
called the Sphinz to the Danish Government, and the 25th 
of May following the other, named the Cheops, to Prussia, 
as well as two of the clippers, the Yeddo and Osaca (Japanese 
names, given to corroborate their alleged destinations); the 


Shanghai and the Saut Francisco, the remaining clippers, 


were purchased by the Peruvign Gevernment. After a 





¢ deal of rather acrimonious correspondence, insiny,. 
Seas as to the bond fide character of the sale, and threats on 
the part of the United States of capturing the vessels as 
left the port, even under French , which were met by 
an intimation from the Minister of the Marine that they 
should be convoyed by a French ironclad, all, except the 
Sphynx, were Saatig Soliveret to the Governments a had 
urchased them. e Sphynau was the only one that eye 
ell into the possession of the Confederates, and that for, 
very short time. The suspicions of the American Minister 
had caused some delay in the sailing of the Sphynz, ang 
when she did get to Copenhagen it was too late, as pearg 
was already concluded between Denmark and Prussia. The 
sale was therefore rescinded. Mr. Bullock took possession 
of the vessel through an agent. The Danish Governmen; 
was deceived as to the destination of the vessel, and induced 
to allow her to sail to France under Danish colours. She 
anchored at the island of Touat, on the coast of Britanny, 
there a Confederate crew was taken in, as well a 
coals and provisions, and she set sail under the namg 
of Stonewall. She did not, however, speed well; she 
was barely seaworthy, and, without firing a shot, or 
doing a farthing’s damage to the Federal trade, she crept 
from the coast of France to Vigo, from Vigo to Lisbonne, 
from Lisbonne to Teneriffe, and from there to Havanna, 
where, when the Confederates were subdued, sho was 
iven up to the Federal Government. Such washer ham. 
ess career, which terminated in a sale by the Fedenl 
Government to the Japanese for a good sum, so that, so far 
as the United States were concerned, instead of being 
damaged by the affair, they got a substantial benefit there- 
from. ‘They determined, however, to seek vengeance on 
M. Arman, and, by a ricochet, on the French Government, 
for the damage they considered themselves to have suffered, 

Their first mode was to serve a notice on M. Arman, 
whereby, inasmuch as the United States, by the submission 
of the Confederates, had been reinstated in the fullness of 
their rights, M. Arman was enjoined not to give up to any 
save their own authorities the vessels built for the account 
of the Confederates on the moneys received for the sale 
thereof. The 16th of July, 1866, an action was brought, at 
the suit of the President of the United States, — 
Arman and others considered as jointly and severally re- 
sponsible with him, for the sum‘of 2,800,000f. The 
ground of action was two-fold. Firstly, it was alleged that 
Arman had received that sum on account of the vessels, on 
execution of an immoral contract, of moneys belonging to 
the United States, and of which, therefore, in were entitled 
to claim the restitution; secondly, thatfailing that first ground, 
the United States were entitled to claim that sum, and mor, 
from M. Arman, for damages caused by the encouragement 
given by M. Arman to the cause of the Confederates by in- 
ducing them to expect the covert assistance of France. In 
court the counsel of the United States gave up the latter plea, 
stating that the real damage incurred by them was too dif- 
ficult to calculate, and so enormous as not to be recoverable 
from the defendants. In support of the first plea, it was 
contended that, inasmuch as the sum of  2,800,000f. 
was paid by M. Bullock through M. Erlanger, his banker, 
out of moneys levied by some manner of taxation from the 
rebel subjects of the United States, for the payment of ves 
sels intended to assist those subjects in their rebellion, which 
vessels were, therefore, contraband of war, and contracted 
for in defiance of the declaration of neutrality published by 
the French Government, that sum had been unlawfully re- 
ceived by M. Arman by virtue of an illicit contract, and 
should be returned to the United States as legitimate pro 
prietors thereof. 

To this plea the defendants’ counsel replied that 
the moneys paid to M. Arman had not been paid out 
of funds belonging to the United States, that there 
was no privity of contract between them and M. Arman, 
that the moneys paid to him had been by virtue of n0 
illicit or unlawful contract, that the Confederates were e0- 
titled to order and pay for vessels of war in France, 
M. Arman entitled to build them, because there was 
nothing to prohibit him from doing so in the laws of 
France, the declaration of neutrality being applicable only 
to the arming, and not the building of vessels, and that 
declaration besides being a rule established by the French 
Government for the conduct of their own subjects, but 
which foreign nations were not entitled to enforce against 
them, and because his doing so was no violation of the pril- 
ciples which regulate the conduct of neutral subjects with 
reference to the belligerent parties, those principles prd 
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hibiting only active trade in the articles of contraband of 
so 7 is, the carrying them to the enemy, and not 
passive trade—that is, the vending and delivering the 
articles on the territory of the neutral, 

The Court held that there was no ald of contract 
‘between the Federal Government and M. Arman and the 
other parties, and that the Federal Government were therefore 
not entitled to assail them; that the declaration of neutrality 
published by the French Government was a rule of conduct 
for their subjects, which no foreign government was entitled 
to enforce and take advantage of; and that there was no- 
thing to prove that the moneys paid to M. Arman be- 
longed to the United States. The Court also ordered the 
suppression of the letters stolen from M. Voruz as havin 
been unduly produced in the case by the United States, an 
likewise of certain passages of the memorial published by 
them against M. Arman, as defamatory to the latter. 





A RUN OF LEGAL PATRONAGE. 

Although the remarkable good fortune of Conservative 
lawyers during the past two years has been frequently 
made a subject for comment, at no time has either a com- 
pleto list of the appointments or an estimate of the value of 
the patronage been given. Now that three new judges have 
been added to the already long list, there may be some 
interest in knowing how the composition of the judicial 
bench has been changed since the present Government came 
into power. Including two new Lord Chancellors in 
England and two in Ireland, 27 equity and common law 
judges have been created. The following are the appoint- 
ments, distinguishing the three kingdoms :— 


ENGLAND. 
Bovill, Rt. Hon Sir W....... Chief Justiceof Common Pleas. 
Brett, Sir W. B....... Fits Puisne Judge of Common 
Pleas. 
Cairns, Lord .....sseeeeeees . Lord Justice of Appeal; now 
Lord Chancellor. 
Chelmsford, Lord.......+.+++ Lord Chancellor. 
Cleasby, Mr......cccceceeees Baron of the Exchequer. 
Giffard, Sir G. M. .......... Vice-Chancellor. 
Hannen, Sir J. ....... sees. Puisne Judge in Queen’s 
Bench. 
Hayen, Serjeant, .......0e00. a Judge in Queen’s 
ench. 
Kelly, Rt. Hon. Sir F....... Chief Baron of the Exchequer. 
Malins, Sir R........ arenas Vice-Chancellor. 


Phillimore, Rt. Hon. SirR... J _ of the Admiralty Court. 
Rolt, Rt. Hon. Sir J...... .«» Lord Justice of Appeal. 
Selwyn, Rt. Hon. Sir C. .... Lord Justice of Appeal. 
Wood Rt. Hon. Sir W. P. .. Lord Justice of Appeal. 


IRELAND. 
Blackburne, Rt. Hon. F. .... Lord Chancellor. 
Brewster, Rt. Hon. A. ...... Lord Justice of Appeal; now 
Lord Chancellor. 


Chatterton, Rt. Hon. H. KE... Vice-Chancellor. 
Christian, Rt. Hon. J. ...... Lord Justice of Appeal. 


George, Rt. Hon. J. ...... .. Puisne Judge in Queen’s 
Bench. 

Lynch, Mr. .....00. seeseese Judge of Landed Estates 
Court. 

miter, Me Bo Be. ssvceuss.cc Judge of Bankruptcy Court. 

Morris, Rt. Hon. M. ........ Puisne Judge of Common 
Pleas. 

Napier, Rt. Hon. Sir J....... Lord Justice of Appeal. 

Walsh, Rt. Hon. J. ........ Master of the Rolls. 

Whiteside, Rt. Hon. J....... Chief Justice of the Queen’s 
Bench. 

ScoTLanp. 
Inglis, Rt. Hon. J...... sees Lord Justice General. 
Patton, Rt. Hon. G. ........ Lord Justice Clerk. 


It will be seen that the office in which the changes have 
been most numerous is that of Lord Justice of Appeal. In 
England Lord Cairns left it for the woolsack, and Sir John 
Rolt, after holding the appointment only six months, was 
compelled to resign through ill-health. e nomination of 
Sir Joseph Napier to the Court of Appeal in Ireland was 
objected to so strongly on account of his suffering from deaf- 
ness that he sent in his resignation before he had entered 
on the duties of his post. s successor, Mr. Brewster, held 
the office eight months, when he was promoted to the 
Chancellorship. It may be added that thirteen of the new 
judges were returned as members of the present Parliament, 
and that the offices of Attorney and Solicitor-General in 
England and Ireland, and of Lord Advocate and Solicitor- 
General in Scotland, have been filled and re-filled nineteen 
times. The vacant Solicitor-Generalship in England will 
now render a twentieth nomination necessary. 








The value of the judicial offices which have “been filled 
during the past two years varies from £2,000 to £10,000 
each, and represents a sum of £145,000 a year.—Datly 
News. 





CHURCH-RATES UNDER THE NEW ACT. 

We take the following from the Times of Tuesday :— 
Yesterday an important meeting of the seatholders of the 
Doncaster parish church was held at the vicarage—the vicar, 
the Rev. C. J. Vaughan, D.D., in the chair—when the im- 
portant question of levying a new church-rate or abolishing 
the rate altogether was considered. Dr. Vaughan pointed 
out the position in which the parish stood under the new 
Act, and it was explained that three courses were open to 
the meeting. One was to levy an increased rate, and trust 
to the liberality of the parishioners to supply the necessary 
funds as heretofore, the rate being levied over a much 
smaller area than formerly ; a second course was to abolish 
the rate altogether, and to increase in its place the 
rents of the seatholders in sufficient degree to meet the de- 
ficiency ; and the third course was to abolish the rate and 
have an offertory, morning and evening, once a month, for 
the purpose of meeting those expenses hitherto defrayed out 
of the rate. The vicar set these several propositions fully 
and clearly before the meeting, and a resolution was finally 
passed to the effect that the meeting recommended the 
abolition of the rate and the substitution of a monthly 
offertory. The churchwardens then announced that it was 
not their intention to ask for a rate, and the vicar stated 
that he should have pleasure in giving the recommendation 
of the meeting all the effect possible. It was said during the 
meeting that where a three-halfpenny rate had hitherto 
been sufficient, collected from the town, an eightpenny or 
— rate would be required, collected from the parish 
only. 





BANKRUPTCY COURT JUSTICE. 

The Commissioner of the Sheffield Bankruptcy Court (Mr. 
Ayrton) has made some remarks as to the alleged failure of 
justice in bankruptcy courts generally. After giving judg- 
ment in the case of F. E. Machen, solicitor, Sheffield, in which 
serious charges had been made against the bankrupt, but 
had not been proved, the learned commissioner said : 
Having disposed of this particular case, I wish to make a 
few general observations concerning the manner in which 
charges against bankrupts under section 159 are got 
up. Such a charge as that made against Mr. Macher 
is one which, if true, is utterly disgraceful, and renders 
him unfit for the company of honest men. If such 
a charge cannot be supported by distinct evidence 
it should not be made at all, but it too often occurs that 
it is clear to every man of common sense in the court 
that a great offence has been in fact committed, and 
that there is plenty of evidence to support the charge, if 
only pains were taken to bring forward the evidence in a 
proper manner. But it too generally happens this is not 
done, the result being that the Court cannot declare the 
offender guilty, owing to the careless manner in which the 
case is conducted, and the slovenly manner in which the 
so-called evidence is placed on record. Now, this state of 
things occurs far too frequently, and that portion of the 
public that attends courts of bankruptcy, or reads reports of 
the proceedings in the newspapers, cannot avoid forming an 
opinion that there is too often a failure of justice in these 
courts. I see from the newspapers that it has become quite 
a sort of fashion of late for persons who ought to know 
better to blame the commissioner for these failures, whereas, 
in truth, the failure of justice is partly owing to the manner 
in which clause 159 is drawn, and partly owing to a want 
of care in getting up evidence.—Daily News. 





CHANCERY.—The Registrar’s office will be closed on Mondays 
and Saturdays during the vacation. 

At the Judges’ Chambers, on Thursday, Mr. Justice Black- 
burn concluded his sittings as Vacation Judge since the com- 
mencement of the circuit, and will be succeeded by Mr. Justice 
Willes until Mr. Justice Hannen, the Long Vacation Judge, 
returns to town. . 

DETENTION ON A RAILwAy JouRNEY.—An action of some 
importance to railway mgers was heard in the Newtown 
County Court on Maeder. the plaintiff was Mrs. Grady, 

r, Newtown, and the defendants were the Cambrian 
Railway Company ; the action being brought te recover compen- 
sation for losses sustained by the plaintiff in consequence of 
being unduly detained on the defendants’ line. From the evi- 
dence it appeared that on the 5th of May the plaintiff took a 
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ticket by the company’s line to Manchester, leaving Newtown 
at six in the morning, and, according to the time specified in 
the company’s bill, being due in Manchester at half-past ten. 
On arriving at Oswestry, however, she found that the train for 
Manchester had gone, and, declining an offer made to her by 
the traffic to send her on y the special, she took a 
ticket for Newtown and returned home. For the defence it was 
urged that, in accordance a . meine = the fae mes the 
company was not responsible for delays in the arrival of passen- 
gers, and further that two offers had been made to send the 
plaintiff on—by one train which would have reached Man- 
chester at 11.45, and by another which would arrive at one 
o’clock. Judgment was given for the plaintiff for the full 
amount claimed. Mrs. Grady conducted her own case, the com- 
pany being represented by their solicitor, Mr. Howell,—Zimes. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quoratron, Aug. 21, 1868. 
{From the Official List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 93% Annuities, April, 85 
Ditto for Account, Sept. 8, 93% Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 94 Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 20 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 94 Ditto, £500, Do 20 pm 
Do, 3% per Cent., Jan, 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, 20 pm 
Do, 2$ per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. °73 Ct. (last half-year) 245 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
India Stk., 10 p Ct.Apr.’74, 215 Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 105 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5 per Cent., May,’79 110 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, ’80 115 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


Ditto for Account, — — "64— 
Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. 73 105} 


r Ceat., Oct. 88 104% 
i Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 25 pm 


Certificates, — 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 91}| Ditto, ditto, under £100, 25 p m 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. 





Bien and EEXCtEL osercccccesseccccssceccecceces 





Glasgow and South-Western cescseseeees 
Great Eastern BTY StOCK cessscseeeee 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ... 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* 1 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original ........secessssseee 1 
Do., West Midland—Oxford... 
Do.,do.—Ne EE cercceccvecee 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 2 
London, Brighton, and South Coast. 
London, Chatham, and Do 
London and North-Western... 
London and South-Western .... 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln. me 
PEORTOPONGAR ss issccocscncoces ccccvesepocecoeen econ 
Midland 
Do., Birmingham and Derby ....-..000+ 
North British 
North London 
Do., 1866 
North Staffordshire 
South Devon 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale 












































®* A receives no dividend until6 per cent. bas been paid to B, 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





Price 
Dividend per 
Shares. share. 


Clerical, Med. & Gen. Lite 
County 


Names. 





le eve a ove! 
Equity and Law ... ove 
pe| English & Scot. Law Life, 

Equitable Reversionary...| 
Do. New... an sol 
Gresham Lire 
Guardian ... eee eve 
ei Home & Col. Ass., Limtd. 
94 per cent| Imperial Life... a 
6 per cent Law Fire... wae ove 
324 prcent| Law Life... |. ...| 
10 per cent| Law Union tin ooo 
0000) 54178 6d pe} Legal & General Life ... 
5 per cent} London & Provincial Law’ 
10 pe & bs} North Brit. & Mercantile 
12} & bns| Provident Life 
20 per cent} Royal Exchange. 


64 percent) Sun Fire .. 


a 


Saud wawssh 
euteSosSoocoosc: Soooco 


17 
38 
300 0 
165 0 
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Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE, 
Friday evening. 

The aarenion of last week still broods over the market, and 
Consols close with a further decline and additional dulnegg, 
Railway Investments, with some fluctuations, show a 
to improvement, but Foreign Securities show most 
The Bank rate of discount has experienced no alteration. 

The half-yearly meeting of the London and North-Western 
was held at noon to-day, Mr. Richard Moon in the chair, 
The recommended dividend of 54 per cent. was oe and 
formal resolutions carried. roceedings occupied but a few 
moments. As the chairman stated, a great sorrow had over- 
taken thém; and they seemed to have broken down in that 
which they had been accustomed to as the finest mail 
service in the world, upon which money, ingenuity, and skill 
had been lavished in furtherance of its perfection. 

Tue Roya Insurance Company.—Under the presidency 
of Mr. Charles Turner, M.P., Chairman of the Board of Direc. 
tors, the annual meeting of the shareholders of this company has 
just been held. The report showed that in the fire branch the 
premiums received during the year amounted to £460,553, being 
an increase on the preceding year of £13,282. The losses during 
the same period amounted to £292,125. The nett profit on the 
fire business was £56,373. In the life department the increase 
to the funds in 1867 was £128,000—the total amount now in- 
vested on tho life account being £1,031,329. The chairman re- 
ferred to the dividend of 7s. per share, which the company had 
uniformly paid its shareholders; the gross sum this year 
amounted to £34,481, leaving a balance of £21,892 available for 
future dividends, and making a total of profit and loss and re- 
serve fund of £149,066. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Aug. 11.—By Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & Faamen, 

Leasehold residence, situate at Southall, Middlesex, annual value £63; 
term, 99 years from 1867, at £10 per annum—Sold for £605. 

By Mr. T. J. Suanp. 

Leasehold, 6 cottages, Nos. 1 to 6, Paradise-row, Peckham-road, pro- 
ducing £39 per annum; term, 21 years from 1867, at £7 per annum— 
Sold for £80. 

Leasehold, 5 residences, Nos. 50 to 54, Nutfield-road, Iordship-lane, Dul- 
wich, producing £102 per annum; term, 99 years from 1866, at £20, 
per annum—Sold for £1,000. 

Leasehold, 6 shops and premises, and a residence, Nos. 1 to 7, Whitting. 
don-terrace, London-road, Forest-hill ; term, 93 years, at £8 lls. 6d, 
each house—Sold for £4,480. 

By Messrs. Caitwnock, GaLswortuy, & CuHINnNock. 

Freehold estate, known as Great Tottingworth Farm, Westfield, Sussex, 
containing 255a Or 12p of arable, pasture, hop, and wood land, with 
farm residence and buildings—Sold for £5,150. 

Seven-ninths of a copyheld house and shop, No. 16, High-street, Ken- 
sington, let at £60 per annum—Seld for £1,100. 

Seven-ninths of a copyhold house and shop, No. 6, Church-street, Ken- 
sington, let at £45 per annum—Sold for £750. 

Seven-ninths ofa copyhold house and shop, No. 8, Church-street, Ken- 
sington, let on lease at £42 15s. per annum—Sold for £850. 

Seven-ninths of a copyhold public-heuse, known as the Prince of Wales, 
= 10, Church-street, let on lease at £60 per annum—Sold tor 

400, 
By Messrs. Topuis & Roserts. 

Freehold, 4 houses, Nos. 8 te lt, Albert-street, Bermondsey, let at 
£19 10s. each per annum—Sold for £200 and £205 cach, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

PYE-SMITH—On Ang. 12, at Mount Villa, Sheffield, the wife of John 
Wm. Pye-Smith, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 

ROSENTHAL—On Aug. 13, at Harcourt-street, Dublin, the wife of 
John D. Rosenthal, Esq., of a sen. 

SWANN—On Aug. 19, at 26, Clarence-terrace, Seven Sisters-road, N.. 
the wife of J. F. Swann, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

TEMPLE—On Aug. 14, at No. 1, Acacia-villas, Oakfield-road, 
Croydon, S., the wife of John Alfred Temple, Esq., Solicitor, of # 


daughter. 
MARRIAGE, 

CLARE—HUSON—On Aug. 18, at the Church of St. John Baptist, 
Isleworth, Octavius Leigh Clare, Esq., B.A., Barrister-at-Law, to 
Harriet, daughter of the late William Huson, Esq., of Liverpool. 

DEATHS. 

EDWARDS—On Aug. 16, Susette, wife of Henry Bdwards, Esq., of 

ty-place, and of 46, Canonbury-park South, in the 59th year of her 





age. 

OSMOND—On Aug. 17, at Bath, of consumption, Mr. F, W. Osmond, 
for several years managing clerk to T. F. Chorley, Esq., Solicitor, 
London, deeply regretted by his employer and fricnds. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


OM inding-up of Point Stock Comvanies. 
Farpay, Aug. 14, f6s. 
LimitEeD In OnANCERY. 

General Provident Assurance Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated July 30, appointed Edward Addis, 25, 
Old Jewry, to be ofticial liquidator. Creditors wre required, on oF 
before Oct 20, tw send their names and addresses, and the particulare 
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of their debts or claims, to the above, Wednesday, Nov 18, at 2, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 
Mining Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or before 


debts or claims, to Edward Addis, 25, Old Jewry. Saturday, Nov 7, 
at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


ms. 

Pg of Neath and Cefn Mawr Junction Railway Company (Limited),— 
Creditors are required, on or before Oct 1, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Good, 
71, Cornhill. Wednesday, Nov 4, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Victoria Permanent Benefit Building, Investment and Freehold Land 
Society of Birmingham and the Midiand Counties.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Oct 1, te send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Augustus Harrison, 
Birm. Thursday, Nov 5, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims. 


Tuespay, Aug. 18, 1868. 
LIMITED IN CHANCBRY. 

Crimble Spinning Company (Limited and Reduced).—Petition for re- 
ducing the capital on No. 1 shares from £10 to £7 10s. and No, 2 
shares from £10each to £4 10s. Any person who claims te be a 
erediter of the company, and who is not entered, must, on or before 
Nov 2, send his name and address, and the particulars of his claim, 
to Grundy & Co, Manch, solicitor far the company. 

Discount Company (Limited),—Vice-Cnancellor Malins has, by an order 
dated July 27, appointed David Parry, 3, White Lion-ct, Cornhill 
to be official liquidator. 

STANNABIES OF DEVON, 

Wheal Exmouth Mining Company.—The Vice-Warden has, by an order 
dated Aug 12, ordered that the above company be wound up. Hodge 
& Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioner, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 


Fripay, Aug. 14, 1868, 
Ruthin Llanfwrog and Llanrhydd Female Friendly Society, Vestry 
Room, Ruthin, Denbigh. July 13, 


Touespay, Aug. 18, 1868. 
en Equitable Society, Raven and Bell Inn, Newport, Salop. 
Aug 15. 


Creditors under Estates tn Chancerp. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Aug. |4, 1868. 
er, ohn, Brightfield, Sheffield. Nov 11. Holdsworth v Wreaks, 
.C. Malins. 
Hervey, Robt i 9 Romaine, Lpool, Wine Merchant. Oct 10. 
Hervey v Hervey, V.C, Stuart. 
Johnson, Wm Eagles, Dudley, Worcester, Surgeon. Oct 10. John- 
son v Webb, V.C. Stuart. 
Montgomery, Chas Wm, Langhorn, Carmarthen, Gent. Octl. Mont- 
gomery v Floyd, V.C. Malins, 
Northgraves, Denton, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent, Oct 10, North- 
graves v Cobb, V.C. Stuart. 
» John, Snaith, York, Innkeeper. Oct 10. 
V.C. Stuart. 
Perkins, Richd, Garnant, Carmarthen, Coal Owner, Oct 24. Perkins 
v Perkins, M. R, 
oie, Jas Wm, Fenchurch-st, Publican. Sept 15, Quick v Quick, 


.R. 
Scholefield, Wm, Glasshouse-st, Regent-st, M.P. Oct 10, Goodmany 
Scholefield, V.C. Stuart. 
Villiers, Hon Francis John Robert Child, Berkeley-sq. Oct 24, Earl 
_of Jersey v Villiers, M. R. 
Vint, Martha Eliz, St Mary’s Lodge, nr Colchester, Widow. Oct 1. 
Tomes v Tomes, V,C. Stuart. 
pews, Thos, Rhyddlan, Flint, Tanner. Nov 2. Parry v Williams, 


Hymers v Hord, 


Woodhouse, Sarah Dorothy, Upper Grosvenor-st, Grosvenor-sq. Oct 
10. Hervey v Slack, V.C. Stuart. 


Tuespay, Aug 18, 1868. 
Brown, Richd, Ebbw Vale, Monmouth, Esq. Oct 1, Brown v Brown, 
V.C. Stuart. 
Penrose, Jas, Whitton, Lincoln, Yeoman. Nov10. Jackson + Nash, 
V.C. Stuart. 
Wagetatt Chas, Cambridge, Brewer. Oct 24, Hunt + Wagstaff, V.C. 
alins 


Dorsey, Win, Warter, York, Farmer. Nov 1. Dorsey wv Beal, V.C, 
‘ard, 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Wict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 


Farpay, Aug. 14, 1868, 
Bayley, Jane, Smethcote, Salop, Spinster. Oct 1. Wace, Shrews- 


ry. 
Blackett, Wm Fenwick, Newton Hall, Northumberlsnd, Esq. Oct 25. 
Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Cockburn, Eliz, Bishop-wearmouth, Durham, Spinster. Nov 14. Lead- 
bitter, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Davies, Mary, Widow, Sept 1. Davies, Leeds, 
Dawe, Josias Hayne, Stoke Devonport, Devonshire, Esq. Sept 15. 
me & Son, Devonport. 
De Staekpoole, Hubert Cecil Zouch, Count, Naval end Military Club, 
pr iteadilly. Nov 2. Hooke & Street, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
ve, Dinah, Bute-st, Brompton, Spinster. Sept 30, Grover & Hum- 
phreys, King’s Kench-walk, Temple, 


Hancock, Thos, Charlotte-row, Mansion House. Oct 1. Pattison, 


Lombard-st. 
— Gavin, Bradford, York, Surgeon. Novl. Wood & Killick, 


radford. 
Lee, John Elias, Ardwick, Manch, Innkeeper. Sept 22. Claye & Son, 


Minear, Stephen, St Austell, Cornwall, Yeoman. Oct 10, Shilson & Co, 
t Austell, 

Nield, Sam!, Ashouse, Salop, Coffee Merchant. Oct 1. Pattison & Co, 
Lombard-st. 

ee x Wm, Watsome, Gloucester, Farmer. Oct 20. Adey, Wotton- 
under-E 


* Reynolds, Jehn, Maida-hill, Edgware-rd, Gent. Sept 15. Raimondi, 


loughton-st, New-inn. 

Robson, Eliza Harriott, St John’s-villas, Haverstock-hill, Widow. 

Oct 1. Burgoynes & Co, Oxford-st. 

Rushton, Julia, Liandisilio, Montgomery, Widow. Oct 1. Wace, 

Shrewsbury. 

Stansfield, John, Stacksteads, Lancaster, Flour Merchant. Deo 24, 

Wright, Bacup. 

Turner, Thos, Hillam, York, Gent. Oct 1. Walker, Pontefract. 

Tyler, Robt Luke, Boston, Lincoln. Sept 26. Tyler, Grosvenor-park. 

Tuesvay, Aug, 18, 1868. 

Alexander, Benj, Tichbourne-st, Piccadilly, Refreshment House 

Keeper. Sept 2. Poncione, Raymond-bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Barker, John, Standish-with-Langtree, Lancaster, Plumber. Sept 30, 

France, Wigan. 

Bishop, Lydia Eliz, Lewisham, Kent, Widow. Sept 17. Fiddey, Har- 

court-bidgs, Temple. 

Boyce, Thos, Blandford-st, Portman-sq. Sept 18. Smith, Furnival’s- 
inn. 

Brandon, Joshua, Church-st, Bethnal-green, Gent. Oct 1. Hodding, 

St Mildred’s-ct, Poultry. 

Brandon, Mary Ann, Church-st, Bethnal-green. Oct 1. Hodiing, St 

Mildred’s-ct, Poultry. 

Ellis, John Jasper, Salisbury-st, Strand, Fruit Salesman. Sept 15. 

Ratcliff, White Horse-st, Commercial-rd. 

Evans, Edmund Barrow, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. Oct 15, Ait- 

kens, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Hart, Hy, Montague-st, Russell-sq, Gent. Oct }. Abrahams, Old 


ewry. 
Heath, Wm, Pemberton, Lancaster, Gent. Sept 18. France, Wigan. 
Hunter, Mary, Boulogne-sur-Mer, France, Widow. Oct 1. Hodding, 
St Mildred’s-ct, Poultry. 

— ee = ~—— Bristol, Lieutenant 95th Foot. Oct 11. Abbot 


Leo: » Bristo 
Jordan, Eliz, Bristol, Widow. Oct 10. Abbot & Leonard, Bristol. 
Kent, Thos, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Ironmonger. Oct 1. Willis, 
Leighton Buzzard. 
Nelson, John, Aldgate, Coach Proprietor. Oct 1. Broughton, Fins- 


bury-sq. 

Pulen Jonathan, Almington, Stafford, Farm Bailiff. Oct 7. Pearson, 
Market Drayton. 

— Robt, Salisbury, Wilts,Gent, Aug 31. Wilson & Co, Salis- 
ury. 
Geeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 

Fray, Aug. 14, 1868. 
sien, Wm, Northampton, Last Maker. Aug 7. Comp. Reg 


ug 12. 

Andrew, Jas Edwd Hyde, & Chas Hy Andrew, Ancoats, Manch, 
Engineers. Aug 7. mp. Reg Aug 12. 

Armstrong, Jas, Wrexham, Denbigh, Innkeeper. Aug 10. Comp. 
Reg Aug 14. 

Ayers, Geo Nutton, Chatham, Kent, Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
Aug ll. Comp. Reg Aug 13. 

Beardsworth, Richd, Preston, Lancaster, Tea Dealer. July 21. Inspec- 
torship. Reg Augl4. 

Birch, Robt, Worcester, Clothier. July 16. Asst. Reg Aug 12. 

Blenkins, Chas, Little Cambridge-st, Hackney-rd, Contractor: Aug 
10. Comp. Reg Aug 11. 

Bright, Andrew Fuller, Coggeshall, Essex, Grocer. July 20. Asst. 

g Aug 13. 

Brown, John, Stanley-villas, Little Chelsea, Architect. Aug!0. Comp, 

Reg Aug 1! 


x 3 
Browne, Anguis Sinclair, South-sea, Southampton, Greengrocer. Aug 
8. Asst. Reg Aug 14. 
Cadell, Wm Monteith, & Alex Dunlop, Leadenhall-st, Merchants. 
Aug 13. Inspectorship. Reg Aug 14. 
Calisher, Hy, & Lewis Lewellyn Calisher, Russell-sq, Diamond Mer- 
ts, July 28. Asst. Reg Aug 13. 
Clarke, ‘hos Viner, New Adelphi-chambers, John-st, Strand, Engineer. 
Aug 10. Come. Reg Aug 12. 
Clarke, Joseph, Stockport, Provision Dealer. July 21. Comp, Reg 
Aug 12. 
bay ms Rene Tilley-st, Spitalfields, Cigar Dealer, Aug 3. Comp 
Reg Aug 16. 
Coleman, John, Leeds, Proprietor of the Theatre Royal. Aug 5 
Comp. Keg Aug 12, 
Coomber, a Regent-st, Lambeth, Cab Proprietor. Aug5. Comp. 
Aug 1 


ug 12. 
Day, ‘hoe Fern-villas, St John’s-grove, Croydon, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug!. Comp. Reg Aug !2. 
Faber, John, Queen-st, Hammersmith, Journeyman Baker. July 27. 
omp. Reg Aug 12, 
Foulkes, Richd, & Edwd Foulkes, Russell-st, Covent-garden, Drapers. 
3 


July 16. Asst. Reg Aug 13. 
Gittoes, Thos, Westbremwich, Stafford, Comm Agent. July 31, Cemp. 


Reg Aug | 1, 

Gray, — Edwd, Cambridge, Innkeeper. Aug 4. Comp. Reg 
Aug 14, 

Grists, Geo, Diltons Marsh, Wilts, Journeyman Weaver, Aug 1. 
Comp. Reg Aug 13. 

— Wm, jun, Prisoner for Debt, London. Julyl7. Comp, Reg 


Aug 4. 
Harrison, Chas Weightman, Oberstein-rd, New Wandsworth, Engineer. 
July 29. Comp. Keg Aug 13. 





- 
Flowher, Thos, Munch, Gent. Oct 21, Ashworth, Manch. 
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Harvey, John, Kidderminster, Worcester, Rug Manufacturer. July 17. 
Comp. Reg Aug 12. 
Fredk, Commerce-rd, Wood-green, Wine Merchant, 
July 16. Asst. Reg Aug 12. 
Joel, Zuseman, Stoney-lane, Gravel-lane, Houndsditch, Fishmonger. 
Aug 8. Comp. Reg Aug 10. 
ir Laupenter, Professor of Music. July 27, Comp. 
eg Aug 12. 
Kapp, ph Fredk, & Geo Simon Gabriel Kapp, Dean-st, Soho, 
a of Meerschaum Pipes. July 27. Comp. Reg 


Knight, jas Bucklersbury, Bill Broker. July 20. Comp. Reg 


Aug 

Kitchen, ergy Ay oe Kilburn, Ironmonger’s Assistant. July 

. Comp. 

Lamb, John phon St Bonn’ 's-hill, New Wandsworth, Builder, Aug 
5. Comp. Reg Aug 13. 

—_ — Grace's-alley, Wellclose-sq, Tailor. Aug7. Comp. Reg 


Aug 1 
Lightbound, Wm, Brierley-hill, Stafford, out of business. Aug 7. 
Comp. Reg Aug ll. 

Lovell, Fae High- st, Shadwell, Builder. Aug 7. 


Aug 
ae ee — Batley, York, Cotton Warp Manufacturer. July 
0 4 
Mason, John, Manch, hiiahad: Aug 6. Comp. Reg Aug 14. 
Matthews, Hy John, jun, Newbury, Berks, Stationary Dealer. Aug 11. 
Comp. Reg Aug 14. 
rm Moritz, Manch, Wine Merchant. Aug 10. Comp. Reg 


Aug 1 
Meator, et Lpool, Saddler. Aug 12. Comp. Reg Aug 14. 
— ike ony Marsham-st, Westminster, Grocer. July 30. 
u, 
Mineral Geo, ; North ws Hammersmith, Attorney’s Clerk. June 27. 
Comp. Reg Aug 
Moger, Wm Milner, ‘Harwich, Essex, Gent. July 14, 


Aug ll, 
Moot Nicholas, Lismore-rd, Kentish-town, Agent. Aug10. Comp. 


Comp. Reg 


Comp, Reg 


ure, bee ng uy Cambridge-ter, Hyde-pk, Gent. June 29. Comp. 


Reg 

My A Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Printer. July 27. 
poo 4 Aug 14, 

North “blackeath-hill, Clerk in the Admiralty. Aug 1. 
yd "hee 2 Aug 14 

O’Ryan, Andrew, Down-st, Piccadilly, Gent. Aug 7. Comp. Reg 


Aug 12. 
Quinton, “41% Wm, Landport, Hants, Tobacconist. Aug 6. Comp. 
eg Aug 1 
Roberts, John, wy 4 Groes, nr Carnarvon, Flour Dealer. July 31. 
Asst. Reg Atg 13. 
Smith, ane Harewood-end, Hereford, Butcher. Aug 3. Asst. Reg 
mh - Joseph, Hadley, Builder. Aug8. Comp. Reg Aug 13. 
Steer," Geo, Basingstoke, Hants, Corndealer. July 27. Comp. Reg 
ug | 
strange, Geo, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Painter. July 30. Asst. 
g Aug 12. 
“a ka Wokington, Cumberland, Grocer. July 31. Asst, 
C) ug 1 
Walker, Saml, Sheffield, Comb Maker. July 17. Conv. Reg Aug 14. 
Walker, Jas Edmond, Hy Fredk Carpenter, & om Knott Law, Manch, 
Wine Merchants. Aug 7. Comp. Reg Aug 
ba ng John, Southmolten, Devon, Tailors — 18 Conv. Reg 


ug 1: 
waste Jas Chas, Margate, Kent, Plasterer. Aug 11. Comp. 
Reg Aug 14, 
Wheeler, Gervase, Margate, Kent, Architect. July 21. Asst. Reg 


Aug 13, 
bao Geo, Maldon-rd, Kentish-town, Baker. Aug7. Comp. Reg 
14 


ug 
Williams, Wm Hy, & Hy MoE oe Featherstone-st, Finsbury, 
Printers. July 16. Comp. Reg 13. 
Wortham, Jas 7 Bondelben” Regent-st, Hosier. July 16. 
Comp. Reg Aug 
Wright, Jas, tadleigh, Suffolk, Tailor. July 16. Comp. Reg Aug 11. 
Yealey, Ludwig, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Watchmaker. July 18. 
Comp. Reg Aug 14. 
Toespay, Aug, 18, 1868. 


Bagnall, Som. George-st, West Croydon, Plumber. July 27. Comp, 
Keg Aug 15 


Baum, Alphonse, Hatton-garden, Wine Merchant. Aug 15. Comp. 


Reg Aug 1 

Bayly, John, _ aaa yey -st, Green’s End, Woolwich, Grocer. 
Aug 14. Comp. Reg Aug | 

Binns, Ateahen, Golenar, ork, Machinist. Aug 12, Asst. Reg 

Aug 

Bower, Edwd Archwell, Sameiee Edgware-rd, Sheriff's Officer. 
Aug 10. Comp. Rez A ug 

— John Thos, Bjron-er, Commercial-rd, East, Shoemaker, 

gz il. Comp. Reg Aug 17. 
brogien, Joseph, Briesifield, York, Bootmaker. Aug 5. Asst. Reg 


prow, Sep Oloron-pl, Back-rd, Kingsland, Grocer. Aug3. Cony. 

Burns, ane Leek, Stafford, General Dealer. July 27. Asst. Reg 

mae 5 John, Shrewsbury, Salop, Ironmonger. July 28. Asst. Reg 

barton, Rien, Camberwell-rd, Surveyor. Aug 1. 

Ones ied Newgate-market, Coffee-house Keeper. July 7. Comp. 

Carew, Chas Hallowell ar Brighton, Sussex, Esq. July 22. 
Arrangement. Reg Ai 


om, Wm, New Sicatica, Lincoln, Grocer, July 22. Asst, Reg 
@ 


Comp. Reg 





Clark, Wm, Wellington, Salop, Spirit Merchant. July 24. Comp, 
Reg Aug 14. 
one, Wm Hy, ed Cross-st, Smithfield, Metal Dealer. Aug 19, 


rt Reg Aug 

oni, “gma Sobeeard, Bow-rd, Plumber. July 21. Comp. Reg 
Phy Sohn male Carnaby-st, Regent-st, Builder. Aug 10, 
Comp. Reg Aug 14 

ea ge Garway-rd, Westbourne-grove, Jeweller. May 15, 


Comp. 
by seeds ‘tari + carlchalo-viies, Lendon-rd, Clapton, out of business 
Aug 10. Comp. Reg Aug 15. 
Dawson, — Dawsons, Fulham New Town, Builder. Aug 13, 
Comp. Reg A 
De Marthin, Gallermo Enrique, Bessborough-st, Gent. 
Comp. Reg Aug 
Dick, Jas Thompoon, North Shields, Northumberland, Raker, Aug 7, 
Comp. Reg Aug 17. 
Doughton, Chas, Gloucester-ter, agin, South Norwoed, Boot. 
maker. Aug il. Comp. Reg Aug 
Douthitt, Wm, napa vaney Teimraing Manufacturer. Aug 12, 
Comp. Reg Ang 
Forder, Sarah, ds Tonmeatii Norfolk, Draper. July 21. Comp, Reg 
Aug 18. 
Goodwin, Wm, jun, Sheffield, Grocer. Aug 11. Asst. Reg Aug ls, 
Graveley, Wm Harry, & Jas Ewing, Upper East Smithfield, Engineers, 
July 20. Comp. RegAug 15. 
Gray, Joseph Scott, Durham, Draper. Aug 4. Asst. Reg Aug 18, 
Guy, Wm Geo, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Innkeeper. July 27. Asst. 
1g Aug 15, 
Hare, Geo Wm, Freston, Suffolk, Coal Merchant. July 21. Comp, 


Reg Aug 18. 

a vy yohn Swajn, Cookley, Worcester, Druggist, Aug 6. Comp. 
Reg Aug 

Heladon, Frede Anthony, Folkestone, Kent, Surgeon. Aug 13, Comp, 


Aug 15,. 


Hirst, Bet, Risks Manufacturing Stationer. July 18. Asst. Reg 
A 


u, . 

semen, Wm, Oldham, Lancaster, Painter. July 27. Asst. Reg 
Aug 18. 

Lathbury, Alfred, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Accountant. July 15. 
Asst. Reg aug ll. 

Lee, Sanl, Upperthorpe, York, Ssissor Manufacturer, July 2. 
Comp. "Reg Au ug 17, 

ae pony a Peacock, Manch, Wine Merchant. July 18. Asst. 
Reg Aug 

Lanes chs, ‘Oldham, Lancaster, Fish Dealer, July 29. Asst. Reg 


Aug 17: 
Levy, David, Cable-st, St George’s-in-the-East, General Dealer. Aug 
15, Comp. Reg Aug 18. 
ern deed, Holland, out of business. July 25. Comp. 
eg Aug 1 
Lioya, Wn, Milford, Pembroke, Grocer. Aug 3. Comp. Reg Aug 17. 
Martin, roy gael Gateshead, Durham, Glass Dealer, July 25, Asst. 
Reg Aug 1 
Maude, Fras Cornwallis, Emsworth, Hants, Captain. July 28. Comp. 
g Aug 14, 
McDonald, Thos Anderson, Balsall-heath, Worcester, Manager of a 
Publishing Company. Augi5. Comp. Keg Aug 18. 
Monday, Jas, Woolwich, Kent, Builder. Aug 17. Comp. Reg Aug 18, 
Morris, John, jun, Ledbury-st, Lomer-pk-rd, Peckham, Beershop 
Keeper. Aug 15. Comp, Reg Aug 15. 
Morrison, John Fell, unaien, printer. July 30. Asst. Reg 
Aug 17. 
Palmer, Benj, Birm, Brewer. Joly 21. Asst. Reg Aug 17. 
— Thos, Bermondsey-st, Southwark, ‘Tailor, Aug 10. Comp. 
Reg Aug 15. 
a Josiah, Bournemouth, Hants, Builder. Aug 14. Comp. Reg 
ug 1 
Phillips, John, City-rd, Sponge Dealer. Aug!5. Como. Reg Aug I8. 
Pickerill, Isaac, See eens Stafford, Grocer, July 31. 
Comp.’ Reg Aug 15. 
Pitkin, Wm, Tiall-st, Paul’s-rd, Bow-common, out of business, Aug 
17. Comp. Reg Aug 17. 
Pye, Hy, Louth, Lincoln, Attorney, July 17. Asst. Reg Aug 1. 
— Thos 7 Gt Castle-st, Regent’s-st, Jeweller. Aug 6. Comp. 
g Aug 
ee Seti Neath, Glamorgan, Haulier, July 31. Comp. Reg 
18, 


Ridsdale, Rev Geo John, South Creake, Norfolk, Clerk, 
Comp. Reg Aug 18. 

Robinson, Geo, | Fitzroy-sq, Licensed Victualler. Ang 14. 
Comp. Reg Aug 17 

bag oer Maindee, Monmouth, Hay Dealer. Aug 11. Comp. 

Reg Au; 

Smith, Hy Willis, Wellington-st, St James’-rd, Holloway, & Fras Robt 
Simmonds, Bird’s-ter, Alexander-rd, Holloway, Builders. Aug 13. 
Comp. Reg Aug 14. 

Stocks, Hy, Barnsley, York, Chemist, July 17. Asst. Reg Ang WH. 

Stone, Sam!, Winchester-st, Pimlico, Gent. Aug 1!. Comp. Reg 


July 24, 


Aug 15. 
Tansley, Joseph, Cleckheaton, York, Ironfounder. Aug 6. Asst. 
Reg Aug 17, 
Thompson, Thos, West Sunderland, Durham, Che:nist. 
Comp. Reg Aug 18. 
Tucker, iohae Mannilla-ter, - James’s-rd, Croydon, Comm Agent. 
Aug 3. Comp. Reg Aug 15 
Tarner, Hy, Sheffield Beerhouse Keeper. Augs. ons Reg Aug 18. 
Turner, Robt, Manch, Yarn Agent. July 21, Asst. Keg Aug 17. 
Way, Fredk, Hy, & John Robt Stokes, Aldersgate-st, Picture I'rame 
Makers. ‘aug 8. Comp. Reg Aug 17. 
Weir, Fredk Geo Chas, Bristol, Woollen Merchant. Jaly 17. Asst. 
was Aug 14. 
Whittaker, Jas, Manch, Smallware Manufacturer. Aug 13, Comp. 
Wishes Freak Wm, Sutherland 
g' . m, Sutherland-sq, Walwerth, Cler‘. 
Comp, Rég Aug 15, . . 


suly 29. 


Aug 3 
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Wont, Thos, Dundridge Farm, Gloucester, Farmer, Aug 12. Comp. 
Aug 18. 
Bb Jogn Pym, Pump-ct, Temple, Barrister. July 21. Asst. 
heg Aug 18, 
Bankrupls. 
Fripay, Aug. 14, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 
pachini, Edwa, Luton, Bedford, Block Maker. Pet Aug 8. Murray. 
‘Ang 26 at 4. Nicholson, Moorgate-st. “J : 
Wm, North Hyde Farm,Gent. Pet Aug 11. Murray. Aug 27 
yt) Chidley, Old Jewry. 

, Brian Austin, Scarsdale-villas, Kensington, Private Tutor. Pet 
Aug0. Murray. Aug 27at11. Upfill, Pancras-lane, Cheapside. 
Brewer, Hy Sandy-hil!, Grocer. Pet Aug 10. Murray. Ang 27 at 12. 

Pearce, Woolwich. 
Barton, Geo, Gilston, Sawbridgeworth, Hertfordshire, Hay Dealer. 
Pet Aug 12. Murray. Aug27 at 12. Pittman, Stamford-st, Black- 


friars-rd. 
Cathrey, Thos McLean Knollmann, Victoria-st, Pimlico, Engineer’s 
Draughtsman. Pet Aug 10, Murray. Aug 26 at 1. Pearce, Gilt- 


spar-st. 

Curke, Geo, Simpson, Buckingham, Farm Bailiff. Pet Aug 11. Murray. 
Aug 27 at 12. n, Basinghall-st. 

Cowart, Middleton, Minories, Bonded Store Merchant, Pet Aug 11. 
Murray. Aug 27.at 11. Walker, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Cutlack, John, Craven-rd, Bayswater, Laceman. Pet Aug 11. Mur- 
my. Aug 25 atl. Rivolta, Montague-st, Russell-sq. 

Dally, Jas, Southwick-st, Hyde-park, Hotel Keeper, Pet Aug 11. 
Karrey. Aug 25 atl. Apps, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Biliott, Louis Philip, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 11 (for pau). 
Murray. Aug 27 at 11. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. Basinghall-st. 

Fiteh, Robt, Elm-cottage, Dulwich, Builder. Adj July 3. Murray. 

27 at 11, Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Ford, Hy, Charles-st, Soho, out of business. Pet Aug 12. Murray. 
Ang 27at 12, Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Hack, Chas Richd, High-st, Erith, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 12, 
Murray. Aug 27 at 12. Warrand, Newgate-st. 

Hotz, Albert, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 12 (for pau). Mur- 
ray. Aug 27at1. Harrison, Basinghall-st. : 

Jackman, Jesse, Barking, Essex, Beer Retailer. Pet Aug 11. Murray. 
Aug 27at1l. Warrand, Newgate-st. 

King, Fras, Erith, General-shop Keeper. Pet Augl!, Murray. Aug 
Tatil. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Lean, May, Gosport, Hants, Master Mariner. Pet July 28. 
Murray. Aug 26 at 1. Wynne, Billiter-st. 

Lewis, Al , Old-st, St Luke’s, General Dealer. Pet Aug 7. Mur- 
tay. Aug 26at1. Kynaston, King’s-arms-yard, Moorgate-st. 

Lloyd, Richd Herbert, Crown-ct, Fleet-st, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Aug}, Murray. Aug 26at1. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Potter, Geo Wayland, Gt Waxering, Essex, out of business. Pet Aug 
12, Murray. Aug 27 atl. Swaine & Arthy, Rochford. 

Todd, Fras Lambert Perceval, Clement’s-inn, Strand, Clerk in the Ad- 
miralty. Pet Aug 10. Murray. Aug 27 at 1!. Harwood, Can- 


non-st- 
Weller, Geo, Turnpin-lane, Greenwich-market, Hat Manufacturer. Pet 
Ang 12. Murray, Aug 27 at!2. Sadgrove & Son, Mark-lane. 
» Wm, Warren-st, Islington, Jeweller. Pet Aug 8 M urray. 
Aug 26 at 12. Dubie, Basinghall-st. 
Wilson, David Fairweather, Prisoner for Debt, London: Pet Aug 6 
(for pau). Pepys, Aug 25 at 11. Waring, Bishopsgate-st, With- 


ont, 

Witts, Ellen Flower, Lancaster-st, Lancaster-gate, Milliner. Pet Aug 
12, Murray, Aug 27 at 12, Deere, South-sq, Grays-inn. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Angere, Hy, Phillack, Cornwall, Shoemaker. Pet July 29. Peter. 
Redruth, Sept 8 at 11. Holloway, Redruth. 

Ayers, Geo, Kidderminster, Worcester, Insurance Agent. Pet Aug 12. 
Tudor. Birm, Aug 26 at 12. Corbet, Kidderminster. 

Barlow, Michael, & John Riley, Salford, Lancaster, Engineers. Pet 
Aug 4. Fardell. Manch, Aug 25 at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Barrett, Wm, jun, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Gas Fitter. Pet Aug 11. 
Blake, Newport, Aug 26 at 11. Beckingsule, Newport. 

Brook, Solomon, Windmill-hill, Somerset, Shopkeeper. Pet Aug 10. 
Dommett. Chard, Aug 24 at 10.30. Paull, Ilminster. 

Brant, Wm Darius, Bolton, Lancaster, Coal Merchant. Pet Aug 3. 
Fardell. Manch, Aug 26 at 11. Sale & Co, Manch. 

Dale, Wm, Birm, Assistant to a Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Aug lI. 
Guest, Birm, Aug 27 at 10. Burton, Birm. 

Dashwood, Hy, Birkenhead, Chester, Decorative Painter. Pet Aug 10. 
Wason, Birkenhead, Aug 25 at 2. Anderson, Birkenhead. 

Davies, Wm, Gwern-y-Gerwn, Treforest, Glamorgan, Woollen Manu- 
facturer. Pet Aug 11. Wilde, Bristol, Aug 26 at 11. Beckingham, 


Davies, Wm, Swansea, Glamorgan, Basket Maker, Pet July 6. Morris. 
Aug 24at2. Morris, Swansea. 
Dearden, Joseph, Manch, Grocer. Pet Aug 11. Fardell. Manch, 
Aug 26 at 12. Reddish, Manch. 
igiass, John, Aston, Warwick, Boat Builder. Pet Aug 6. Guest. 
Birm, Aug 27 at 10. Parry, Birm. 
Finch, Chas, Burnham, Buckingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Aug 11, 
ll, Windsor, Aug 27 at Ll. Phillips, Windsor. 
Finney, Herbert, Bakewell, Derby, Gent. Pet Aug 7. Hubbersty. 
Bakewell, Aug 22 ut 12. Cutts, Chesterfield, 
Flinders, Herbert, Ilkeston, Derby, Miner. Pet Aug 10. Ingle. Belper, 
Aug 27 at 1, Cockayne & Talbot, Nottingham. 
Julius, Manch,Comm Agent. Pet Aug il. Fardell. Manch, 
Aug 2 at 11, Hulton & Lister, Salford, 
» Elijah, Ogley Hay, Provision Dealer, Pet Aug 1. Tudor. 
Birm, Aug 26 at 12. Rowlands, Birm. 
Jas, Leeds, out of business. Pet Aug1l. Marshall. Leeds, 
Aug 27 at 12, Harle, Leeds. 
» Herbert, Kegworth, Leicester, Tailor, Pet Aug 12. Brock. 
rough, Aug 25at11. Giles, Loughborough. 
Hallatt, Joseph, Pratt Hall, Derby, Farmer, Pet Aug 10. Wake. 
rfield, Aug 27 at 11,” Cutts, Chestérfield. 
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Hamlyn, John, Taunton, Somerset, Woollen Draper. Pet Aug 6, 
Exeter, Aug 24 at 11. Mason & Co, Gresham-st. 

Heaton, Lambert, Parr, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Pet July 24. Ansdell. 
St Helen’s, Aug 28 at 12. Swift, St Helen’s. 

Hill, Alfred, Sheffield, Saddler. Pet Aug 12. Wake. Sheffield, Aug 
26 atl. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 

Hodgson, Thos, Scarborough, York, Lithographer. Pet Aug 4. 
Woodall. Scarborough, Aug 31 at 3. Richardson, Scarborough. 

Horsfield, John, Hyde, Chester, Journeyman Picker Maker. Pet Aug 
12, Fardell. Manch, Sept lat 11. Hibbert, Manch. 

Johnson, Geo, Kingston-upon-Hull, Joiner. Pet Aug 12. Leeds, Aug 
26 at 12, Summers, Hull. 

Jones, Thos, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler, Pet 
Aug 5. Wilde. Bristol, Aug 26 at 11. Henderson, Bristol. 

Joule, Joseph, Penwortham, Lancaster, Saddler, Adj July 16. Myres. 
Preston, Aug 29 at 10. Diekson, Preston. 

Knights, Wm, sen, Girtford, Bedford, Wheelwright. Pet Aug li, 
Hooper. Biggleswade, Aug 26at10. Barker, biggleswade. 

Lawrenson, Edward, Lpool, Cabinet Maker. Pet Aug 10. Lpool, 
Aug 27 at 11, Dixon, Lpool. 

Le Clair, Camille Joseph Francois, Exeter, Teacher of Languages. Pet 
Aug ll. Exeter, Aug 24 atil. Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Lloyd, Thos, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Cabinet Maker. Pet July 13. Newman. 
Hadleigh, Aug 24 at 3. Moseley, Ipswich. 

Marsh, John, Moorfields, Gloucester, Carpenter. Pet Aug 8. Harley. 
Bristol, Sept | at 12. Pigeen & Ward, 

Mayers, Hy Vickers,. Bilston, Stafford, Barber. Pet Aug 4. Brown, 
Wolverhampton, Aug 3! at 12. Stokes, Dudley. 

Meatyard, Joseph Walter, Mere, Wilts, Carpenter. Pet Aug 10. Bure 
ridge. Shaftesbury, Aug 29 at 11. Chitcy, Shaftesbury. 

Milner, Wm, Hunslet, nr Leeds, out of business. Pet Aug Il. Mar- 
shall. Leeds, Aug 27 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Noar, Edward, Hulme, Lancaster, Corn Dealer. Pet Aug 8. Hulton. 
Salford, Aug 29 at 9.30. Mann, Manch. 

Oliver, Joseph, Everton, Lancaster, Builder. Pet Aug 11. Hime. 
Lpool, Aug 24 at 2. Browns, Lpool. 

Pass, Joseph, Highgate, nr Birm, Writing Clerk. Pet Aug 11. Guest. 
Birm, Aug 27 at 10. Fallows, Birm. 

Petherbridge, John Thos, Warminster, Wilts, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 10. 
Ponting. Warminster, Aug 25at tl. Wakemam, Warminster. 

Pilkington, Jas, Birm, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Aug 12. Guest, 
Birm, Aug 27 at 10. East, Birm. 

Popple, Sami, Stamford, Lincoln, Baker, Pet Aug 10. Shield & 
Hough. Stamford, Aug 31 at 11. Laxton, Stamford, 

Porter, John Arnold, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Aug ll, 
Tudor. Birm, Aug 25at 11, Maples, Nottingham. 

Power, Wm Hunt, Leeds, out ofemployment. Pet Aug 1). Marshall. 
Leeds, Aug 27 at 12. Harle, Leeds. ‘ 

Quigley, Edwin, Manch, Cotton Waste Dealer. Pet Aug 12. Hulton, 
Salford, Aug 29 at 9.30. Andrew, Manch. 

Rowe, John, Pontypool, Monmouth, Dealer in Glass. Pet Aug 12. 
Edwards. Pontypool, Aug 31 at 11. Lucas, Pontypool. 

Russell, Lawrence Hy, Leeds, Travelling Musician. Pet Aug 11. Mar- 
shall. Leeds, Aug 27 at 12. Emsley, Leeds. 

Sparks, Hy, Exmouth, Devon, Brick and Tile Maker, Pet Aug 12. 
Daw. Exeter, Aug 29 at ll. Campion, Exeter. 

Thornton, Joseph Goodbarn, Scarborongh, York, Watchmaker, Pet 
Aug il. Leeds, Aug 24at11. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Tomlin, Edward, Leicester. Pet Aug 11. Tudor. Birm, Aug 25 atll. 
Petty, Leicester. 

Underwood, Geo, Lpool, Iron Founder, Pet Aug 5. Lpvol, Aug 26 
at ll. Bellringer, Lpool. 

Wake, Wm, Middlesborough, York, Butchers Pet Aug 11. Leeds, 
Ang 24at ll, Fisher, Middlesborough. 

Wakeham, Benj, Birm, Picture-frame Manufacturer. Pet Aug 11. 
Tudor. Birm, Aug 26 at 12. Beaton, Birm. 

Walton, Edward Letch, Swansea, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler, 
Pet June 26. Morris. Swansea, Aug 24at 2. Morris, Swansea. 

Warburton, Alfred Newton, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ale Brewer. Pet 
Aug 10. Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sept 2 atl2. Hoyle & 
Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Westmorland, John, Penrith, Cumberland, Journeyman Tanner. Pet 
Aug 8. Varty. Penrith, Aug 26 at 10. Cant, Penrith. 

Wyatt, Sam], Old Way, Somerset, Shopkeeper. Pet Aug 10. Dommett. 

hard, Aug 24at 10. Paull, Ilminster. : 

Wyld, Wm, Old Radford, Nottingham, Grocer. Pet Augi2. Patchitt 
Nottingham, Oct 7 at 10.30. Belk. 

Young, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 10. Gib- 
son. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sept 2 at 12. Keenlyside & Forster, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 

Young, John, Penrith, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Pet Augi0. Varty. 

Penrith, Aug 26 at11. Graham, Penrith. 


Torspay, Aug. 18, 1868. 
To Surrender in London, 

Anley, Philip, Manor-rd, Stoke Newington, Contractor. Pet Aug 15. 
Roche. Sept 2 at 12. Bateson, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Bacon, Alfred, Hornchurch, Essex, Builder. Pet Ang 13. Roche: 
Aug 28 at 11. Preston, Basinghall-st. 

Barker, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 13 (for pau). Roche. 
Aug 28 at 11. Hicks, Coleman-st. 

Birtchnell, Wm Joseph, Claphim-park-rd, Mason. Pet Aug 16. Roche. 
Aug 28 at 12. Earle, Bedford-row. 

Breininger, Auguste, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Aug 14 (for pan). 
Murray. Aug 28 at12. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Burt, Robt, Ferdinand-st, Hampstead-rd, Greengrocer. Pet Aug 14. 
Roche. Aug 28 at 12, Mayhew, Gt Marlborough-st. 

Casey, John Ralfs, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 15. Roche. 
Aug 28 atl. Roberts, Moorgate-st. 

Chase, Sam! Robt, Sheep-lane, Hackney, Butcher. Pet Aug 15. Roche. 
Aug 22 at }.. Hicks, Coleman-st. 

Cole, Esther, Cumberland-st, Hackney-rd, Pet Aug 15. Roche. Aug 
28 atl, Hamilton, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Fleming, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. Adj Aug 14. Murray. 


Sept 2 at 12, 
Joseph, Dunton, Essex, Farmer. Pet \1g 15, Roche. Aug 
28 atl. Smart & Mascey, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
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Hayter, Geo Wm, & Chas Dickens, jun, Bermondsey-st, Waste Paper 
Dealers, Pet Aug 13. Roche. Aug 28at1l. Gant, Cornhill. 

Hiorns, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, Lewes, Adj Aug 14. Murray. Sept 
2 at 12. 

Kelf, Thos Philip, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Bootmaker. Pet July 10. 
Roche, Aug28 atl, Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Kent, John Fredk, Fernham-rd, Thornton-heath, Carpenter. Pet Aug 
16. Pepys. Sept2at12. Godden, Fenchurch-st 

Paget, Sam!, Milan-ter, Bridge-rd, Battersea, Artist. Pet Aug 13. 
Roche. Aug 28at11. Roberts, Clement’s-inn, Strand. 

Perigoe, Joseph, Tunbridge- wells, Kent, Builder. Pet Aug 14. Murray. 
Aug 28at 12. Halse & Co, Cheapside. 

Rickards, Maria Salone, Sutherland-sg, Walworth, nooccupation. Pet 
a Rocke. Aug 28 at 1. Terrell & Chamberlain, Basing- 

all-st 


Smith, Wm, Leinster-st, Bayswater, Dairyman, Pet Aug14. Roche. 
Aug 28 at 12. Steadman, London-wall. 

Tyler, Sophia, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Pet Aug1l. Murray. 
Aug 28 at 11. Smith, Ongar. 

Ward, Emma, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 13 (for pau). Roche. 
Aug 28 at 12, Goatly, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Warradieu, Benj Abraham, Gun-lane, Limehouse, Lodging House 
Keeper. Pet Aug 13. Roche. Aug 28atll. Hope, Ely-p), Hol- 


born. 

Welham, John, Prisoner for Debt,Ipswich. Adj Aug13- Murray. 
Aug 28 at 12, : 

Witts, Eliz, New Bond-st, Assistant to a Milliner. Pet Aug 13. Roche. 
Aug 28at1l. Deere, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Woods, Noel Hope Litchfield, Chilworth-st, Westbourne-ter, Hyde- 
park, no occupation, Pet Aug 15. Roche. Aug 28 at 1. Pullen, 
Cloisters, Temple. 


To Surrender in theCountry. 


Ackroyd, David, Huddersfield, York, Green; r. Pet Aug 11. Jones. 
Huddersfield, Aug 28 at 10. Sykes, Huddersfield. 

Austen, John Wentworth, Brighton, Sussex, out of business. Pet Aug 
7 (for pau). Blaker. Lewes, Sept3at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 

Ballam, Chas Edwin, Sheffield, Fluter. Pet Aug 13. Wake. Sheffield, 
Sept2 atl. Binney & Son. 

Bishop, Thos, Loughborough, Leicester, News Agent. Pet Aug 15. 
Brock. Loughborough, Sept 1 at 11. Deane, Loughborough. 

Blantern, Thos Hy, Forebridge, Stafford, Journeyman Butcher. Pet 
Aug 13. Spilsbury. Stafford, Aug 29 at 10. Brough, Stafford. 

Butt, Hy, Bath, Somerset, Butcher. Pet Aug 8, Bath, Aug 31 at 11. 
Bartrum, Bath. 

Carline, Reuben, Staveley, Derby, Farmer. Pet July 28. Wake. 
Chesterfield, Sept 15 at 10. Cutts, Chesterfield. 

Carter, Elliot, Huddersfield, Spade Maker. Pet July 6. Jones. Hudd 





MoCarthy, Dan! Hy, Southstoke, Somerset, Rag Dealer. Pet July 19 
(for pau). Bath, Aug 31 at 11. 

Page, John, Prisoner for Debt, Stafford. Adj Aug13. Birm, Sept? 
12, James & Griffin, Birm. 

Radford. Wm, Ashbury. Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Butcher. Pet 
Aug 12, Hubbersty. Burton-upon-Trent, Aug 31 at 11, Wilson, 
Burton-on-Trent. 

Rathbone, John, Sheffield, Joiner, Pet Aug!. Wake. Sheffield, Sept 
2at1. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 

rae, Wn, Prisoner for Debt, Walton, Adj Aug13. Lpool, Aug 2 
at ll. 

Self, John Dyer, Bath, Somerset, out of business. Pet Augll. Bath, 
Aug 31 at 12. Collins, Bath. 

Shaw, John, Golear Edge, Huddersfield, York, Painter. Pet Aug 11, 
Jones. Huddersfield, Aug 28 at10. Sykes, Huddersfield, 

Stainthorpe, John Shepherd, Huddersfield, York, Iankeeper. Pet 
July 20. Jenes. Huddersfield, Aug 28 at 10. Sykes, Huddersfield, 

Smith, Geo Wm, Huddersfield, York, Brickmaker. Pet Aug tl. 
Jones. Huddersfield, Aug 28 at 10. Sykes, Huddersfield. 

Spence, Geo, Manch,Comm Agent. Pet Aug 17, Macrae. Manch, 
Aug 28 at 11. Sale & Co, Manch. 

Starbuck, Chas, Linton, Derby, Butcher. Pet Aug 12, Hubbersty, 
Burten-upon-Trent, Aug 31 at 11. Wilson, Burton-upon-Trent. 
Sutcliffe, Richd Nelson, Highworth, Wilts, out of business. Pot Aug 

14. Townsend. Swindon, Aug 31 at 11. Lovett & Son, Cricklade, 

Teggin, Saml, Forsbrook, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 14, 
Daniel. Cheadle, Aug 28 at 3. Ward, Longton. 

Tyson, Thos, Tunstall, Stafford, Auctioneer. Pet Aug 15. Challinor, 
Hanley, Sept 19 at 11. Litchfield, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Wainer, John, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Tailor. Pet Aug 12. 
Oldham. Melton Mowbray, Aug 26 at 10. Lees, Nottingham. 

Wallace, David, New Grimesthorpe, York, Engine Smith. Pet Aug 
14. Wake. Sheffield, Sept 2at1. Dyson, Sheffield. 

Williams, Elias, Prisoner for Debt, Delgelley. Adj Aug 8, Walker. 
Dolgelley, Aug 29 at 10. Jones, Dolgelley. 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Aug. 14, 1868, 
Lisson, Chas, Gt St Helen’s, Aug 13, 








"Came LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, (LD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
ts, or other adequate securities, 





field, Aug 28 at 10. Drake, Huddersfield. 

Cassidy, John, Huddersfield, York, Glazier. Pet Aug 13. 
Huddersfield, Aug 28 at 10. Haigh, Huddersfield. 

Cox, Geo, & Jas Cox, Worcester, Builders. Pet Aug 13. Crisp. Wore 
cester, Sept 2 at 11. Tree, Worcester. 

Currie, Alex, Trallwn, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Travelling Draper. 
mes ONG 13, Spickett. Pontypridd, Aug 31 at 12. Thomas, Ponty- 


pridd. 

Dale, Wm, Salford, Lancaster, Estate Agent. Pet Aug 14. Fardell, 
Manch, Aug 31 at 12. Storer, Manch. 

Daniel, Richd King, Trelawny, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet Aug 13, 
Carlyen. St Austell, Aug 28 at 12. Meredith, St Austell. 

Davies, Benj. Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Adj Aug 10, 
Merthyr Tydfil, Sept 3 at 11, 

es igen Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj Aug 12. Lpool, Aug 27 


Jones, 


Russell. 


at ll. 
Denby, John, Bradford, York, Joiner. Pet Aug 13. Bradford, Sept 


4at9.15. Hargreaves, Bradford, 
Dee Ay Mary. Pet Aug 13 (for pau). Gale. Cheltenham, Aug 
at ll. 
Fair, Wm, Warrington, Lancaster, Publican. Pet Aug 15. Nichol- 
son. Warrington, Aug 31 at 1. Moore, Warrington. 
Fawcett. Thos, Birkby, Huddersfield, York, Butcher. Pet July 28. 
Jones. Huddersfield, Aug 28 at 10. Bottomley, Huddersfield. 
i yf se Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj Aug12. Lpool, Aug 
a . 
Fisher, Jas David, Raine, Masham, York, Attorney. Pet Aug 12, 
Lpovul, Aug 31 at 11. Fisher, Middlesborough. 
Garside, Joshua, Lingards, York, Farmer. Pet Aug 4. Jones, Hud- 
dersfield, Aug 28 at 10. Milnes, Huddersfield, 
Gloyne, Thos Alfred, Dewsbury, York, Warehouseman. Pet Aug 13. 
Leeds, Aug 31 at 11. Simpson, 8. 
aes, Chas Glyn, Dewsbury, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Aug 
17. Leeds, Aug 31 at 11. Simpson, Leeds. 
Goldthorpe, Chas, Huddersfield, York, Beerseller. Pet Aug 5. Jones. 
Huddersfield, Aug 28at 10, Sykes, Huddersfield. 
Hadlow, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Livery-stable Keeper. Pet Aug 
3 Rong Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sept 2 at 12. Joel, Newcastle- 
Hargreaves, John Rawtenstall, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Pet A’ 
vate Faced sianch, Sept | at 12. Standring, jun, peu 
ealey, Hy, Wooburn, Bucks, Cattle Dealer, Pet Aug 4. Wy- 
combe, Aug 28 at 10. Spicer, Gt Marlow. ates 3 
Haynes, Ben}, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business, Pet Aug 3. 
Browning. Redditch, Sept 2 at 3. Simmons, Redditch. 
Holford, Edwin Hamilton, Seacombe, Chester, out of business. Pet 
; Aug ~ ag Aug — et : en meg & Pemberton, Lpool. 
ve, David, jun, Bingley, Yor! 0! er, ° 
: Sept oe 8.” Siddall, Oey.” Pet Aug 12 Keighley, 
acka, Joseph, Gwennap, Cornwall, Baker. Pet Aug 13. . - 
nthe ~- = - - Holloway, Redruth. oben ecaaiiever 
enny, Patrick Thos, Birm, out of business, P e . 
Birm, Sept 18 at 10, Marshall, Birm. gn dpe ve 


Lakin, Rayner, brereton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Gardner, Rugeley, Sept 1 at 10. Beardsall, W: ail. aes 
Leddra, Mary, Plymouth, out of employment. Pet Aug l4. Pearce. 
East Stonehouse, Sept 2 at 11. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 
Lythgoe, Thos Wm, Rechdale, Lancaster, Lath Manufacturer. 


fos it. Macrae. Manch, Aug 28 at 12, Marsland & ‘Addleshaw, 





Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form:— 
ProrosaL For Loan on Moptaaces. 


Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required £ , 

Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term cervain, ar by 
annual or other payments ‘ e 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or builds 
ngs, state the netannual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 


F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary, 





LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Silver. ty 4 — Thread King’s. 
8. d. 8. 
110 Oand! 18 
i 0 Oandi 10 
110 Oandl 18 
«> | O Oandl 10 

Tea Spoo cocscesee O12 OandO 18 120 
Every Article forthe Table asin Silver, A Sample ‘ea Spoon tor 

wardadon rece of 20 stamps. 


RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 


WILLIAM TARN & CO. 
CARPETS, 
FURNITURE, 
BEDDING. 


The Largest Show Rooms in England. 


WILLIAM TARN & CO., 
NEWINGTON CAUSEWAY, 


AND 


NEW KENT ROAD, §8.E. 


cooco™ 








